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ADSTR ACT ^ ^ ^ 

This report prGsents coinpreh.^iistve Feco roweii flat Ions in 
the library budget f orBiul a .area £ot public and ,*i--3f ea t institut^lo^s 
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some reviaion,s» A revievr and arnalyais qf statistical data 
suppliisd by the 4^year institutions and eoatofu^ity coLlege systafl in 
,the a^reas of staffiiigf collectionst usa.ge^^^cquisitions # and 
iiistitution siz;e# proviafes the basia fbt the recomnenda tj&n that th€ 
libraxy reaoutdes pottiDn of the foraiila te.statea in terBis ot nuatoer 
of acquisitions per y^Sur based on fflathenatlcally deterniiied 
relationships adguisitlons to colleation sl^e derived froa tn^ 
€3Cp8tlenc8 of CDttparison institutions and states* .^liese acquisition 
unlets would then be concerted into doLlar aittoiints/ based on each 
inst itutioii* s e^cperi^Jiced unit aosts adjusted for * inflation ^ 
Qus^tione irere raised ceqarding staff yearSi iranch Libraries^ diid 
"the standard dollar ^woiints for staff y^ars and binding* IhtsQ 
eueatlons vere prijaatlly relatGd^to the in^te tpcetatton of tha 
recoftmendation.g an! accompanying definitions and guidelines coiitaii^ed 
in the couiicii's final report. As a consequence^ slight mo difiGatioos 
to. three r.ectffflia^ndatlons^ mora explicit^ guidelinea, and specific 
e3Cainples of interpretations of recdfflmenda tion^ have bean added to tbe 
"Operat^oiia Blfe^^nt** section of the. report*. (Author/CWB) 
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,-pref|ce ,1 

The Council '^s develdpinent d'f bijdget fonnulas continues to reflect a 
phno'sophy that strives for reasdmbnit^, equity, and cons1$t#nt • 
treatmant for both tw- and four-year Instltiitlons * In addition, If . 
adjustments In foinftiula support levels are needed to correct Inequities 
the Council reinatns cormiiitted to an approach that would accomplish 
these corrections through Increases In fundfng ratJler than through 
redistribution of current funding levels, . 

The Council's foil ow-up review of the LibrarS' Formula has,- been extens't\ 
and has resulted In the development 6f an entirely new pthodology fori 
de termini rig. the level of acquisitions In the ''resources'' portion of the 
formula. . ^^lor to the subniission of the final report In June, two prp[ 
gress reports were presented to the Council, Progress reports In Mard^ 
and April explored In detail the new apprQauh which was under development 
1n the rj^sources are^. The ''operations" portion of the formula remairjis 
virtually unGhanged frptw the Council's recomended approach conta1ned|1n 
the ^Septembers 1976 library formula report. 

Thfe June report, which v/as transmitted to Governor Ray, the Office d 
Finanfiial Management i the Chairmen of the respective House and Senatl< 
Higher Education and Fiscal Conrmittees and their staffSi and instita 
tioriai, representatives for their informatloni was conditionally apprpved 
by ^the Coufteil at its Oune meet pending follow-up analysis of th 
fo)itiula*s relationship to t^e Washington Ubrary Networking System Wnd 
thfe addition of state^entr^ which would ensure the continuation of^ippro 
p.riate deletion progrinrS in the two-and four-year institutions, Tfi 
final report reflacM' the added information. The recommendations h 

.unchanged from the June report. The fonowlng resolution was passfe 

'the full Council on Thursday. September 21, 1978; 



"ResQivedi^ tiiit the Cou\icil for Postseaondary tidumtion 
adppts the Lip^^ry ^ formula rBcormend&tions prBBented 
in the Jun©^. 1970 smff report with additions to the nmr^ 
rative as recptmended in the September, 1978 staff report; 

ResolvBd furt/ie^^ that the Counail^ urgws the unifom 
application of the revfsmd formula in attaining equit- 
able fundi ng - £^mong the four-year Institutions and th& ^ 
communijty^ coXl^Q^ sy&tem and common ijfeatment of^audio^ 
visual media\mteri&lM^^ ilnd staffing ^0 M ma jor nonaampmr- 
able item out0id& th& 'formula for all institutions , and 
that adjustments iri formula ^l^vels to correct ineguities 
should bB accamplished by increases iji.fundrng rather than 
through rediBiriPution, and " . 

RGSolved further that, during tha neKt hienniumf the 
Council for Pastsecondmry Education join with the State ' 
Boird for'Cormumty CcllBgq Eduaation afid' Scher intereBted, 
institutions in £3 thorough study of imtibuticrial Ixbrmry 
comparisons J. r^sourcos ^ needs and formulM farmmt." * ^ 
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ABSTRACT 



\lThis r^eport j-epreSents the Council 's second effort 1n developing' 
"Comprehensive recotTunendatlons In the library formula area for'the 
mublic two- and four-year Institutions U Washington. There are- 
/'I'two new substantive recommendations in the resources portion of 
^ Ithe formula. Also, a slight change has been made in the defini- 
tion of a library resource unit. In addition, slight modif ications^ 
'ifere made to three recommendations In the operations portion of the 
'^brmula. The remaining recommendations are those adopted by the 
tbuncil in 1976. ; 
m , ■ . 

ihk first report was trahsmi tted to the Governor and Legislature 
ikSeptember, 1976. Generally, all parties felt the 1976 revisions 
rfe'presented considerable limprovement over the original two- and 
four-year formulas. However, in implemeritjng the Council's recom- 
mSndations for inclusion in the 1977-79 biennial budget, several 
qtfftstlons and various concerns developed^ "primarily in the resources 
poftion of the formula, fiased on the various concerns, both the 
exloutive budget, as well as the final legislative Appropriations . 
BiJiiL directed the Council to continue its review of the library 
forjFfiwla. • , ■ 

'I ' ■ 
As 'a f'esikt of this dual •directive, the current review has. been 
extensive\nd has Included the analysis 0f. considerable amounts 
ofidata. iksed on this effort, the reppft recommends that the 
library resources portion^of the formula' be stat.ed in terms 9^. 
numl^er of acquisitions per year based on rnathefnatically determined 
relationships pf acquisitions to collection s1z|e derived from , the 
experience of comparison institutions and states. These acquisition 
uni is Would then be converted into dollar amounts based on each 
InsktUtion's (and the community college system's) experienced unit 
costs adjusted for .inflation. ' ' 



In terms of the opirations "portion of the formuli, questions were 
raised regarding staff years, branch libraries, and the standard 
dollSr amounts for staff years and binding. These questions were 
primarily related to the interpretation of the recofflmendations and 
accojnpaning definitions and guidelines contained in^the Council 's 
finaV report. As a consequence, slight modification to three 
recommendations, more explicit guidellnaa, and specific examples 
as. to how the recomnendations are to be Interpreted have been ' 
added to the "operations element" section of the report. 
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Summary of Recommendations 

' / General 



(1) 



EKisting RecQmendatlons (I nformation Qnl^) 

(1) That the library. formula contain two elements: (1) a 
library resources element^ and (2) a library operations 
elementp with both elements remting to dollars; for the 
fiscal period. ^ 1 , 

(2) That the two= and four-^/ear Institutions us? common 
budget reqUfest forms. 

Library Resources Element 

(For Council Action) 

That the definition for a unit of library resources as delin^ 
eated In Append Ik C be accepted. 



(2) *That resource'^unit acquisitions entitlement for the four-year 

institutions and the community col lege ^ system be based on 
mathematically determined percentage relationships betwe^n 
actual -col lection size and annual acquisition rates* (The 
^ analysis^ methodology and resultant rnathematlcal equations 
Bre explained in detail on Pages 21 32)-^ . 

(3) That th6 per unit cost for resources be unique to each four-year 
institution and the comnunlty college system and be based on 
historical multi-year eKpenditure patterns for all resource units 
purchased, exclusive of audlo-visual/niedia' materials. 
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./ ^ ' : Library Qpm^ations ElemiBnt, A- ' 

Exi sting Re'comfflendatiQns (Information Only) 

(1) That all the 1 ibrary iperatlons etement categories be divided by 
300 to determine staff years. 

(2) That there be four "FTE student" categories (100/200, 300/400, 
500 and 600/700) With weights of 1.000, 2.000, 4.000 and 6.000, 
«as four of the library operations elements. 

(3) That there be a "maintenance of cunrent collection" category 
with a weight of 0.0135 as one of the library operation elements. 

(4) ^hat there be a "new acquisition" category with a weight of 
.270 as one of the 1 ibrary pptirations elements. 

(5) Th\t there be a' "base staffing" entitlement allowing three (3) 
additional staff years per four-year Institution or two (2) per 
branch library apd B4 (2 x 27) additional staff years for the 
corimunity conege system. ■ 

(C) That the two- and four-year Institutions use common budget ; 
. request forms. 

Amendments (For Council Action) 

(7) That there 'be an "institutional staff year" category with a weight 
of l.OOO as one of the.li brary operation element§. . 

(8) " That binding costs be a major sub-element with the overall 

library operations element. It is further recommended that 
the basis for determining bindi-ng costs be the current total 
subscription units times 1.20O (weighting factor to handle 
rebinding) times a standard dollar value per umt bound. It 
is furthBT recommended that' the standard dollar amount be 
determined by th^ Office of Financial Management after con- 
sultatlon with the state printer and adjusted for inflation 
, for each j/ear of the ensuing ^biennium. ■ • 

(9) That a standard dollar amount per staff year be adopted that 
would include fringe benefits and operations costs. It is further 
recotnnended that this standard dollar amount have as its base the 
Higher Education Personnel Board classification for a library 
specialist I (step two) for the four^-year institutiQns and the 
cbmmunilty conege system, . . , ■ 




II. ■ Background and Suninary Discussion; Library for-rnul a 

Background . • _ - 

Formulas for the messurement of library resources and "m«s*ii«J 
Staffing levels hffve been In use .in th6 State of, Washington slnct 1969. 
In the original forrrtjla, the library resources portion measured holdings 
against predetermined formula values and the operations portion fflaaswred 
staffing' levels against formula requirements for the jf-ear in quesfctari, 

The original four-year llbr-ary formula was applied to what lis refer- 
red to as the "comparable" area within the library budget pragram. In > 
addition, the library budget programs for the four-year Institution^ 
■ ^included several "noncomparable" elements such 4S" specia'llty llbmr!as 
(law, medicine, etc), the audio visual/media area, curriculum labomWrie 
closed circuit television and those aspects of archives wh4clh <&m% 
solely with an Institution's history. Organized collections, recorts 
management and non-recurring and self-sustaining activities a1$o i^eec^ivfed 
separate ("noncomparable") consideration, % 

The standards and criteria for the original two-year formula mr^ 
developed after ^he four-year model had been completed. The fqraiijil«3i 
used by the cqpnunity cffllege system was also divided into two 
(resource units and staff ing). However, the community college apif^rM^h 
used different staffing criteria as well as system-wide dollar values 
fof both resource un,1ts and staff years to arrive at a total dollar 
request. In addition, the twjx|^ear formula v^as all encompassing jtw 
noncomparable areas) and included a component for the, audio-visual 
area. See Appendix D for a sumniary of the formula standards wftichi wire 
included in the 1976 revisions, 



. . . ■ 

I 

As mentioned earlier, the original formula based resource entitlement • 
on how many units (current holdingsf each Institution had in relationship 
to a set of predetermined standards. Since many'of th« farmula'calculations 
were based on actual experience, management decisions. In^'lving day-to-day 
operations had a direct impact on Vm budget formyTa lm%w% used in future 
budget requests. In addition, the way the original fcrmuia was structured, 
sudden changes In the number of students, faculty or graduate programs could 
inflate or deflate the percentage of formula. Without addiing a resource 
unit, those institutions that .eKperienced enrol Iment decl Ines -1n the early; 
seventies experienced increases in their overall percentage of formula 

pos'i tions, ^ ■ 

' Prior to the 1975=76 review, an advjsor^y task forca composed of two- 
and four-year people ws selected. The advisory group Jfncluded acadeintc • 
officers.- library/media 'directors, as well las financial/fiscal personnel. 
The review process that led up to -the 197^6 Council rtcommendatlons included, 
an analys.is of formulas currently In usd in Washingto/i, as well as outside 
the state.. There was a careful review the findings and subsequent recom- 
mendations contained 'in the 1974 Legislative. Budget CoTOilttee review of 
formulas. There was also extenlive input from- the'Offica of Financial 
Management in terms of the Governor's directive asking the Council to prepar 
recommendations for improvement of existing formulas, and to propose new 
formulas for areas no-t now covered. .During 1975 ^and early 1976. the , 
advisory task force, rapt three times as a group; thena wre several sub-task 
force meetings; an^umero^s one-on-one consul tations, both 1n\person and 
on the phone before staff .recommendations were formuVate4 and presented 
to the Council . , 
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Tha revised library formula and the recbrmiended approach adopted by " 

■ ' . ' % ' ^- . . ' ■ ' ■ 

the Council In September* 1976 were not accepted by. either tha executive ftf* 

legislative branches of government, /^otri the executlva budget, as well as 

the Hnal leglslativg Appropriations Bill, directed the Councirto continue 

Its review of the library formula. The CounclTs section Qf the 1977-79 

AppropHat^il D4II Included a subsrffctiOn which stated^ "Not more than 

$Z5,00O shall be exKended to continue reviewing existing and developing , 

new Ihstructlonal anoHibrary ForTnulas." r . ^ 

As a result of this dual d1 recti vep there has beeh extensive. contact ^ 

with library and fiscal personnel at the two- and four^year Institutions 

during fiscal year 1978, Discussions have also Included two- and four-y$ar ^ 

people who have state-level responsibilities. Several meetings have been 

held with tfhose executive and legislative analysts who had budgetary respotrt^ 

s1bt11t1es for the ^977- 79 biennial budget, as well as those analysts who 

are axpected to have budgetary responsibilities for the 1979r81 budget cyelfe*' 

Major Ar eas of Concern . ' ' ■ ' 

r Generally, all parties felt the 1976 revisions represented considerable 

impravenient over the original formula. However^ in Implementing the Council's 

recomiendatlons for inclusion in the 1977^79 biennial budget^ several quastiions 

were raised concerning the revised formula. Major areas of concern l^id sub'^ 

sequent controversy with the revised formula have been confined primarily to 

the resources portion of the fonriula and include the following issues: 

The method used to calculate the five percent curr#ncy adjustment; 

The use of a standard dollar concept for other resource units , 
when actual experience was to be used for periodicals ^hd serials; = 

The assumptions used to determine the standard dollar value 
for resource units; 



-- ' Acceptance of concept that stressed dollars rather than the 
' number of irasource units; 

- Thrcori'tlil^^^^^ the acciar^y of existing Hbra'ry 

Inventories and other^<;pgrt1nent data; and 



— General corfuslon with the r-eplacemfenb adjustment and Its 
relationship to actual deletions and lapses. 

In terms of the operations portion 6f the formula, questions were 
faised regarding staff-years, branch librarias^, and the standard dollar 
^mounts for staff years,,and binding. These 'questions were primarily 
related to the Interpretation of the recomrnwdatidns and' accompanying 
definitions, and guidelines contained in the'CounclTs final report. More 
explicit guidelines and specific examples as to how the recommendations 
are to be interpreted have been added to the "operations element" section 
of th^e report. 

During final consideration , of the library formula at its June, 1978 
Copncil Meeting, i concern, was rklsed regarding , the Interrelationship of 
the fonnula to the Washington Library Networking System. Final^ Council 
action in September, 1978, reflects the addition of the following section 
Washington Lib rary Networking System . ^ . \ 

The library networkl'ng system under developijient in the.,Stat6 of 
Washington represents one of the most comprehensive automated library 

^sV&jS undertaken. The overall system Is made up of four components: 
Interllbrary Lo^ns, Reference and Referral, Telecommunications and 
the Computer Networking .System. . The latter component 1s designed 
for Implementation through five subsystemsr Biblographic, Acquisitions, 

: Circulation, ^Detalled Holdingsand Serials Control. According to , . 
State Library personnel, these subsystems are integrated to minimize 



the;dupHcat1on of information in the data base and to simplify access. 
The Bibl lographic and Acquisitions 'Subsy are currently In opera- 
tion' at several Institutions and public 1 ibraries* the Circulation 
Subsysteni Is being tested and 1s expected to be avana^le later this ^ 
year. Detailed Holdings and^Serlals Control Implementation are stm 
in the developnient stages, 

The puyposes of the Washington Ll&rajy Networking Systeniare to: 

1, ^ Improve ]^hnry responses to intormational Inqutfies; 

2, Faci 11 tate, resource sharing amoTig libraries of all 
t^pes; _ . , 

3, Reduce unnecessary dlupl Icati on cf effore^rtiong 1 Ibrar ies ; 
4/"" ;pro\/ide automted support for all library operations^ 

5. Improve, accuracy, consistency^ amd ^conipleteness in' blblio graphic 
^ ,i records; 

6. Prov^ide for Interface with otheT regional and national 
netv^/orks; and 

7. Allaw flexibility for system grcwthi fiew types of participants 
and ch^nytng priorities. )" 

Initid lly fL-fliidiiiy tur Jevelopment Included btate fund approprl- 
atiofibwith sorne tedeidl yi drii funds, Leg1s la tion passed In HarcN , 
1976 establ ibhed a ? eyulving fund for the Coffiipultir Networking %y%tm\ 
which ts to be replenished by par ilclpail ng libraries by charging 
user fees. Apprx/vai of fet^ 1s the joint reiponsi b1 I 1 □ f the WciSh- 
ington State L Ibr^aFy Conrnls&ion and the Data Processing AuthDrlty. 
The funding syucin calls tor each participating library to pa^ for 
its own direct cobi^. iKe uubts <jf iiiaihtaln Ing the data bdse and Qf 
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'eoinpijter center opera tlons Is shared ^inorig parti cipan^s fln proportlQn 
to ttie use each makts of the systim. Each participating H brary assunnes 
the ful 1 cost of i ts own equlpmeTit, t^le comnynicat-f ons, and systein 
products. According to state library personnelp no additlomiT funds 
will be needed to suppbrt the revoln^g fund concept. FedeTal funds 
are iDel ng'^ sought, however, to help of tse t the de veTapment the 
Se^rials Subsystein. 

In discussing the concept o f the network and rescurce sharing 
with State Library personneU It Is clear that the emphasis of' the 
system Is on service stressing voluntary participation, ThedacflslOT 
as to v^hether to utilize any given subsystem Is up to the participant. ^ 
In acldi blofii when fuUny operailonaT at an f nstltutfon , the conc|pt 
calls for full freetforn o f choice relative to acquisitions. That is, 
ther^ 1 s no intent to overlay a centr^ili zed ptjrc having machani sm 
for the state supported Institutions, 

The interest of the public two- ^nd four-year institutions waries. 
Efghteen of the cDniniuni tj' coneges ^rm currentfy full participants. 
The Evergreen State Coll eg^ is a full participant, while the remaining 
fou^-year institutions v ary 1 n t hefr -coinjiii tment. For instamce, tihe 
two doctoral universities are invoTve^t] i n deyelapment work on the 
Serials Subsystein^ while the three re^^lo nal un1\/erslties are currenily 
assessing thef r poten tja 1 use of the iieMork fcefore comrnfltting any 
Institutional resourLeb tu the system 

There appears to^be nc^th lny in t>ie netwDrking systerri f Tamework 
that would conflict with the Cuunutl'i 1 ibr^ry f omiul a recomendatl Qns . 



In the resources area, since the irstitutiors are not now purchasing 
ill the niaterial being printed, there appears to be no reed to alter 
the acquisitions curves that have been developed. As a rrotter of 
fact, even if resource sharing becoines widespread 5 an institution 
may choose to purchase .as inany units as in the pasts but^ pijrchase 
multiple copies of high demand items or single copies of vprj^ high 
cost itertis. 

In the open^tlons areas the standard dollar concept is made to 
order In terms of trade-off management flexibility; that 1's, the 
library director has the option to vary the mix of people and coffiputer 
services. Since full implenientatlon of the networking systeni is in 
the futures cost data are limited; therefore, the cost Velatlonships 

i'%:>-. 

and assumpt'T^ns included in the forinijla will rieed to be iTWnitQred to 
deterrnlne whether a higher or lower percent of formula will be needed 
in the future assuniing a larger role for the networking system, 
Concjusjqnj " 

The current review has been extensive and has Included the analysis 
of considerable afnoijntb of data. Based on this effort and the time de- 
voted to Lhu pruJeuL uvet the last three years, the fo]]awwg conclLisions 
hay^ tfytjlved. 

1. Uiji a'ldl^slb InJUaU^ ihaL uUcreL^ furtiiul a factors that 
apMy equitably to InbLitutlons as diverse as those 1n 
Washinytcjfi are difficult to achieve. Our experience in 
revtev^ ut vdr iuuh pr-opusals indicates th^t nearly every 



alternative is subject to extensive debate and disagreenient . 
This is especiany true ^^in trying to define an optlmuni pr 
appropriate library size for diverse institutions. For-^amples 
during our review' of the past rtsearch in this area as 1t re^Vates 
to cOfiRiunity colleges^ it was found that In 1955 the American 
Library Association 1n an article entitled: l%ti o ng 1_ I,n ven tory^ 
of Library Needs suggested,, an opening day conection siz^^f 
20*000 volunies for an enronrtient up to 1,000 full-time equivalent 
students. The associatlDn went 5n to suggest that for each 
additional 500 students. 5,000 volumes should be.a^dded. If 
these assumptions were appMed today to l^^shi ngton 's 80 plus 
thDUsard fun-tltme equivalent community coll ege\Students , the 
community conege system's current collGctlon size of-^^pproxi^ 
niataly one million volumes would come close to equaling 109^.,^ 
percent. Also, the doctoral universities have raised questions '"^^^^^.^^^^^^^ 
on several oceasions regarding the use of the same ^'standards" 
for all four-year instltutionb. The Evergreen Statf Qollege 
on the other end of the spettruni has raised queltions concerning 
the applicability at th^ rour^yedr formula "standards'' to their 
Institution. Thib uiscusslon ib Included to illustrate the 
difficulty of detttniiinlng uptinidi or appropriate collection size 
using discrete furniula ta^torb 

In the librdry resource ared, fonTiula factors have been used as. 
a basis for building budgets since the 1969-71 ^ennlum. During 
that time, the executive and legislative branches have had extensive 
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exposure to those factors and the arguments advanced 1n. their support 
J and no serious effort'at formula equalization has been attempted, at 

^' ■ the state level. /At the same tijTie,'the four-3'ear Institutions and 
the community college sys^^ have had am^e opportunity from, an 
institutional perspective, through Internal priorities, to effect 
decisions, that woutd influencje respectTve conection svzes/ Agai'n 
j no substantial changes in relative status have occurred, . 

i 3, After a thorough and extensive evaluation of collection size versus 
annual acquVsitions for two- and four-year Institutions in the 
comparison states^ used by Washingtort insti tutionSs \t was felt 
that a comparison-basfd approach using'actual conection size 
would represent a more meaningful and realistic-^alternative to 
the use of numeric hypotheticaV formula factors. 
Revised F ormula Framewo rk 

The revised formula excludes the ''noncomparabl e " elements outlined 
earlier. The Audio Visual/Media element 1s to be excluded from the formula 
framework for both two and four-year institutions. Also, the resources 
associated wUri n^w deyi^e prpgrams are to be treated separately; that is 
library needs fui all new pragrdrns should be based on an assessment of the 
dfrpth ot the itibi I LuL lun'i cun eriL librdr y hqld1ny& coupled with the goals 
dhd ubject-iytb uf the pr upi^bej new proyrdm. With this degree of flexibllityB 
resource entUlem^iu would be allowed to range from zero to whatever number 
□ t resuurte unitb are ne^^t^d lu bring a new qudllty program on line. Any 
additional fundiny ne^essar^y for library resources related to new programs 
should occur in the first rull Lienniurrt Imniedlately following final approval 
of the proyr diiK 



\ 
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' Based on our conclusions^ coupled with a conscious effort to alUviate 
the concerns outlined above-, the overall objective of/the library resources, 
^glement is to presentT straightforward approach- which bases annual resource 
acquisition fates, on vaHable equations. The adjusted equations which re- 
,^resent 100 percent of formula for, the community college system and the 
four-year institutiofis are, represented by^the uppermost line depicted in 
: / the illustrations in Appendix E. Figure I on the following page provides 
the two regression lines, the adjusted equations and a transitional line 
connecting the t^o equation-based lines. The number of volumes in each of 
' - the fffui=yeafr Institution's collection* along wlth-the average institutional 
holdings of th^^ommunlty colleges, will be used to calculate the respective 
' - percentage factors prior to the determination of annual resource acquisition 

entit1eiT>e.nt at lob percent of formula: The percentage factors are then 
^" ' ap|3l1ed to collection size (prior to deletions) to determine formuirWisi- 
tions. The per unit gost for resources will be unique to each four-year 
• institution and the conmunity college system. The respective costs will be 
■ i Based on actual expindi ture patterns for all resources including serials 

and periodicals over the previous four years and adjusted for anticipated 
;. • price Increases. Exhjbit 1 provides an outTine of the proposed process. 

The library operations eleitent 1-n the revised formula is made up of 
^ . two parts (operations and binding). The operations portion of the formula 
is based on factors reflecting fulUtime equivalent students weighted at * 
four levefs' of instruction, total staff^years including faculty, maintenance 
of the current conection and new acquisitions in addition to a base staffing 

*- Ih an effort to improve on actual conection size counts, the d4f inition 
ard acJompaning eKplanation describi^ny resource unit, have been subjiked to 
fn-inor revisions. ^ (See Appendix C). - \ 
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EXHIBIT I 
Library kmmi Ikmt 



, : L. 

Year-End \ 
Institution't 
Collection Si; 


e 


Times 


, ^ Unit Addition 






■ Excliiiivi of 




' Percentage , 


DeTetions*. 









Equals 



kmm Unit * 
' Entitlement at 
100 Percifit of Formula 



times 

IT 



Percent 

of 
tala 



Budgeted 
ResQurce 
Unit 
Entitlement 



Tjines 



(^1 



Individual Averagi 
Cost for Each 

Institution iased 
on Four Years ixper- 

ience and Adjusted 
for Inflation 



Eqyals 



(0 ^ 



Total Doliars 
for EfSQurce 
Acquisition 



mi: m 

ids 



e entttleinent at 100 percent of formula and budgeted resource unit 
for i 100 percent of fomiula assumptloii. 



endityre will be' 



See Table III 
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• EKHIBITII 
Library Operations Elenient 



SWFIIIG: 



m/m FTE 




300/400 FTE 




SOD FTE 




600/700 FTE 




Instltytlonal 






$tiidints 




Studints 




Students 




Stydents 




Stiff-rear* i 




pf itnmi. 


1 ' Tlniis i 




Tliiiii i 




Times a 




a 




TliMs a ^ 






' WilghtOf 




Wiight of 




y?1ght of 




HglghE of 




tfglghtof / 




Wllilt of 


i,doo 
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iOOO 




6.000 




l.QOO / 
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t 
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Stiffing 
itioyreei 



♦ (30 



Staff4iir 
Suttotal 



Four-ftar InstUytloni 
Bai£ Staffing: 
3.00 Kari-lfiars p«f,Init1tiition 
or 2,00 Per Braneh Library 



I Coranynlty Col! egi Syi tail 

Im Staffing 
lUl 54,00 for m Syite 




Standard 
Dollar Amount 
Per Stiff-ifiar 



tetal DfliUrs. 
For Thfi 
Qpgratloni 




TIms 
ix) 


- - i-t 

Height 
Of 1.200 
To Allow 


m 


Standard Dollar 
Vilyi For 
Binding and 
SibiRdtiig 


! 









Total Doll in 
For Oindiiii 
and RsblMins 



* This H exclusive of Program 10, (J (Grants and Contracts) staff-pr$, 
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assumption. For*Ma staff -years are calculated and a standard dollar amount 
per staff year is aptolied to bring this portion of the formula to a total 
dollar amount, thereby^ncouragi ng flexibilTti^ in actual operating practice. 
The staff year wunt 1s\n intermediate calculation and j's not Intended to 
control actual staffing levels. The binding portion also assumes a standard' 
dollar value* The number of current subsript1on|^ aasumeS to require one 
binding per year with an added factor of .2 to alMw for rebindlng of cur- 
rently bound maiterials. Exhibit II is unchangf/from the Councirs September, 
1976 repor't and represents the process bd be ^ed in determining the necessary 
dollars for the operations portion of thi^ formula. The overall intent of the 
Operations portion 1s to calculate^ a dollar amount for each Institution and the 
cofiinunlty collage system for the activities cove^ed by the formula^ as in the 
case of staffing. It is not intended to limit insti tutionarf lexibil i ty in 
the ^deployment of those funds = ^ 

tibrary Formula RglJgg Mai 

In our April presentation to ih^ Council, we asked the community 
college system and each of the four-year institutions to comment on the 
preliminary reconineriddt ions = Appendix A uontalns copies of the cOfTfnunity 
college system dnd the four ycar^ tribti LuLional responses to the proposed 
recorrfnendations, yuu will the prelhriindry re^^uiinuenddtlons related 

only to the res^ourue eien»^iii \tm coiniiiuniiy college system response e^^ 
pressed concern with the opci^ilonb element r ecofrmiendations related lo the 
use of standdrd dollat valuer Based ors these concerns, we have Included 
the discussion and rationole uii standard dollar values adopted ^y the CQuiit.il 
in Septamber, 1976 as ApMendu b in reviewing the responses, there dppedrs 
'to be general a-cceptance of uhe j^iupo&ed approach. The concerns raised fall 
into two categories: (1) Rebources Element; The ^^col lection size" base to 
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be used in the equations to determine resource entitlemenf, and (2) Operations 

Element: The asa of standard dollar factors in the staffing cat€gofy\ 

The issue that relates to* the resources element concerns the use of a 
formula derived "volume count" as opposed to the use of actual collactlon » 
size as proposed 1n our April, 197B report. This pointS^as raisad by the 
State Board for Conmunity College Education and Washington ^tate University, ' 
Significantly, It is in the areas of cominunlty colleges and doctoraU^^ver- 
sities where mast questions exist as to the appropriateness of eKtstIng 
measures. Neither sector has recognized national standards , A^Tnajor portion 
of our current review in the resource elenient category wp .to determine If 
the standards previously used and those outlined in our 1976 re^brt wer|. both 
reasonable and ^appfropriate. " ' ^ 

During the staf^f 's extensWfe review of budget formulas in 1975-76, 
the Council indicated that it was not their intention to determi ne ^^h|t "must" 
be provided for an element or a prografT]. It was the CounBi's posi ttS^.that . 



formulas are intended |4.p^ovJde an equitable distribution of resources ar 
schools and systems, to be relatively easy to understand and to serve as. a ^ ^ 
form of shorthand tor a fiumber of detailed factors. The criteria applied 
by t^Council wa^ Lf^c yvjideline uf reasonabi 11 ty . In other words* the formulas 
and the reUt^J mea^urfcs and ratiOb ihuuld be reasonable, the standards used 
Should havfi gr^dibnlty, be understood by those who uia %f\m, Mfii not 
Interpreted bpfewlfH ^p^^^dtng plans. 

In prcHo^ ^"y t^ha 19/6 ruf inula reconmi^ndlatlonb fur library resources ^ 
the htaff bec^anitt convinced that Lhti earlier approach of attempting to 
deterinine dn optlmurn ^ Ued llbiary througli ihe use of numeric factors and 
subsequently attemptlny to convert that calculation Into annual dollar 



requ1r«nents was the rdot cause of the complexity of the old library formula. 
The st?tf. therefore, attempted to link the concept of numeric standards to 
an ftrihual acquisition formula approach. -It Is extremely Important to note 
that "the formula factors Included In the 1976 revisions were ngi meant to be 
used to determine an optimum -sized library. The overall objective for the , 
library resources element In the 1976 approach was to convert the "stock In 
hand" or Inyeritory jconcept Which related a set of standards to the current , 
holdings of thfe four-year Institutions and the community college system Into 
a library resources element based on desirable fiscal year expenditures. For 
instance, the five percent "currency adjustment" as defined and used in the 
1976 approach, hid 'as its base only the opening day collection "standards" 
coupled with the program entitlement factors. No student or faculty factors 
came into play. The variable "replacement^adjustment" related to actual 
collection size and had no relationship to any formula standards. ,,Tbe 
"gtandards" for students^and faculty were involved onlx if ther^ was a " ,^ 
projeoted increase In either students 'or faculty in. a p,articurar blennium. 
The "new program Adjustment" app;11ed.6nly to graduate, programs , required 
a sii-year phase-In and was a maximum, that is, it was not an automatic 
entitlement. In other^rds, the formula "standards" as they applied to 
the?larious categories that made up that 1976 approach were only i ncidental 
td^the process arid had only a marginal impact on the overall resource, en- 
titlement model . In essence, the 1976 approach represented a transition 
from hypothetical standard^ to fiscal year expenditure levels. 

f- As a part of the current formula review process, the staff again, 
,attempted to determine if 1t was feasible to link numeric formula "standards" 
to acqui^;1t1on assumption's. The evidence gained from the work with tje 



actual Information from four-year institutions 1n the cbmparisorf states^ 
indicated that actual collection size was a more real iable Indicator^ In 
tliscussing^this matter wit}i the community college Hbrarlani and the State 
Board staff, the community college representatives requisted a aeparate 
analysis of cormunlty college experience. The findings based on an extensive 
analysis of collection size and acquisition ratis for 306 conmunity colleges 
in the "pacesetter" states indicate that when the formula .factors develo||ed 
for community colleges are used to generate an optimum sized library collection, 
the resultant formula entitlement is totally unsupported in actual practice. 
In fact, not one community college library exceeds or even equals the formula 
"standards" included in the- Council 's 1976 approach and outlined on page flne 
of Mr. Mundt*s letter. What was founds howevers were library collections and 
acquisition pattei^ns similar to those experienced by Washington community 
colleges. By way of contrast the opposite 1s true with the four-year library 
"standards". That is, many of the four-year institutions In the comparison 
states exceed the four-year institutional "standards". What exists then 
are "standards" with varying relationships to reality In terms of actual 
Institutional patterns. In addition, the "standards" are only recognized 
fpr^^^llmlted number of schools. It Is clear, therefore, that this base 
is insufficient to serve as the* criterion for recommendations which relate 
acquisition to holdings. 

Modif icatiions to the April » 19ZS Staf^Jresentatlon 

A significant outcome from the points raised during the review process, 
is the proposed change to the collection size brfl. It Is recommended that 
a collection size base exclusive of deletions Ir^fr^ particular year be used 
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as the base for calculating the annual acquisition rate. Although 
the proposed recommendation which .relates acquisitions to current 
collection size is based on a dicltnlng perceniage relationship as . 
collection size grows, the Inducement for del f ting Items from the 
collefction 1s substantially .reduced If year-end collection size (.net 
of deletions) is used as the base for detennining the acquisition 
rate. The collection size base for the beginning of the next fiscal 
year would include the deletions in order to maintain the integrity . 
of the actual count. Pages 30 and 31 and Table III on Page 32 outline 
the Council's intentions to monitor the ongoing deletion actl^/ity at 
the two- and four-year irist.ltutions and provide a detailed descrlMion 
and examples as to how collection, size Is to be determined along with 
additional information on the reasons for the change. 

With the above exception, the preliminary^ reconrnendations as 
presented at the April Council meeting remain unchanged. The resource 
recommendations are restated in the following section as part of the 
detailed discussion related to the resources element. The concluding 
section outTines the September, 1976 recommendations with amendments 
for the operations portion of the formula* As stated earlier, the 
operations septlon is virtually unchanfted from that adopted by the 
Council in 1976, . ^ 



' ni /Detailed Review of Recommendatl^ RGSources 
, Library Resources Ellpnient . ^ v , 

'S Acquisitions That resource unit acquisUions entitla^^ the 

Entitlement - fW-year institutions and the conTmunity^ col lege 

s^^stem be based on niathernatically determined par- 
cSntage relationshlM^^^ actual collecti bn siza 

ahk annual acqu^ si t1^ rates . i. 

The background and :the research leading to this recomitiendatiqn vyas 
^ reviewed in Section II. AWwas Indicated In .that discussion, attemping to 
I operationallze a resource-based mod^vmade up of discrete numeric formula 
factors that apply equitabjy to InstltuMons as diverse as those in Wash- 
ington is not only difficult but'yieldl less than satisfactory results. 
It was therefore concluded that a comparison-based approach which related 
actual collection size to annual acquisition patterns would represent a 
more meaningful and realistic alternative to the use of numeric hypothetical 
formula factors , 

Community College Analysis and Methodology 

The analysis of data for the two-year institutions In the "pacesetter" 
. States of California, Texas, Florida, New York, Michigan, and Illinois was 
based on a comparison of acquisition rates to individual library collection 
size. The regression analyp^ Included 306 observations with an obsfrved 
equation of the parabola (curve) expressed as follows: 



Unit Additfeidn Percentage = 8.40 7,96 

Institutional Collection Size 
in Thousands 

J- 



*The equation developed for the curvilinear regression line was 
Y = a + {b/X) where Y Is the computed or expected value of the dependent 
viriable Y, and X is tfte Independent variable. Y is further defined as 
"Percent Adds" and X is the number of voTumes (doTlection stze) expressed 
1n millions. Normally the constant "a" is the "Percent Adds" value when 
the collection size'equals zero. With this equation, however, as the 
collection size approaches zero, the "Percent Adds" value would approach 
Infinity. The slop^of the curvilinear regression line is "b". 
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To determine a curve, that would represent 100 percent of 'formula, 

the relationship between/the observed valves for the six "pacesetter" stfftes 

and the Washington Institutions were analyzed, i weighted percentage rela* 

tlonshlp-of .8027, was calculated for those libraries with collection sizes. 

under 60,000. For the time period covered by thftr analysis, all Washington 

community colleges had collections of less than 60.000 units. The equation 

expressed above was adjus^d by the .8027 fattor to arrive at an, equation 

that would be/representative of an acquisitions entitlement factor at 100 .per-/ 

cent of forrhula. The adjusted equation is: „ 

, Unit Addition Percentage n,, 
at 100 Percent of Formula = 10.465 + 9-913 — ____ 

System-wide Instnutional Average 

Collection Size in Thousanas 

Four-Y6ar Analysis and Methodology ', , 

In analyzing acquisition data as a percent of total , collection size for 
the comparison four-year, institutions in the states of California, Oregon, 
Minnesota, Michigan, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Illinois, regression analysis ' 
was also used. The analysis Included over 140 observations with the observec 
equation of the parabola (curve) expressed as follows: 

' Unit Addition Percentage = ■ -. - ^ ■ \ - -- - — — 

.1242 + (.0399S)^(Collection 

Size in Millions) 



*The equation developed for the curvilinear regression line was 
Yc = 1 where Y is the computed or expected value of the dependent 

a 4. • ' ^ ' r 

variable Y, and X Is the independent variable. Y 1s further defined as 
"Percent Adds" and X. Is the number of volumes (coTlectlon size) expressed 
in millions. The constant "a" is'the "Percent Adds". value when the collection 
size equals zero. The slope of the curvilinear regression line is b . 



O'o^detemilne a curve that would represent 100" percen^ of formula, the 

■.■ X ' ■ . ■ ■ ■ /■ 

relatlon&h^p between thi» observed values and the expect™ or predicted 

values were det^mlned for the six four-year Instltutljns. A weighted , 

percentage reiat1onsMR;^f .7833 was calculated basef^on the observed 

versus the predicted valu^sX^-T^e^uatlpn expresse^ab^ adjusted 

the ,7833 factor to arrive at an iqwc|1on thativoulid be representative 

of an acquisitions entTtlement factor at 100 per|toot^f formula. The 

adjusted equation Is: 



Unit Addition Percehtage / 
at 100 Percent of Formula = 



.1 

.0969 + (.0312) (Collection 

Size In Minions) 



Two- and Four-Year Graphic mustratlons 

The Illustration In Figure I on Pagfe 13 (and the detailed charts in 
Appendix E) prbylde a graphic representation of the curves and related 
equations. The adjusted fequattons as/ feconmended reflect approximately the 
85th percentile of the observed values In both instances. In other ^words, 
one would expect 15 out of c every 100 institutions In Washington's comparison 
groups to acquire resource's at a higher rate than that anowed by the recom- 
mended equations at the proposed 100 percent level . This clearly meets the 
Council criterion of reasonabillty. > ' ' ^ / 

■ . ' ' . ' ' '^-^^ 

Trans 1 t1 on Factor " ' 

Due to the different mathematical bases for the equations, the 
equation-based lines never intersect to form a single curvilinear relati' 
ship.- there is. reason to believe, however, that a graduated adjustment 
is appropriate between ,100,000 and 150,000 units: A transitional factor 
connecting the two equation-based lines is therefore recommended for the 
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rahge of l\lO,000 to 150,000 .units. The equation for* the translito^nal line 
Indicates a one- tenth (Q.l) decline for every 6,250 volumes added ^etwaen 
100,000 and 150.000 un1-ts. * , . .> > . ' 

Resource Unit Additions Cfllculatlons and Comparl sons 

It is intended that the "100 /percent of fomula" etiuatlons'iiresfented 
above be reviewed after saveral years of experience, It Is, niQSrjt llkelly that 
the declining percentage approach would continue to be supported by undated 
Information althougli the 'flquitlons might change. Exhibit III on Page 25 
provides Step-by-step calculations for determining a^^^ rates and 

dollars at 100 >ercent of formula,, A four-year .institution example, as Well ' ^ 
as a comprehensive example for the community college system, are shown u^ing: 
thelf^respectfve equations. The collection size and unit cost data are e>|am- 
ples only and are not r^fixe£entative .of either a four-year institution or 
the community college system in WashlKftoft»-»=l.,^ 

Tables I and II on Pages 26 and 27 compare llbral^ifiesource units 
added for each of the four-^ear institutions and the community coTi-ege systen 
and 'includes their respective collection sizes and the new formula, 'fpercent-'--^i^ 
Adds" factors. The tables compare the budgeted. units expec*«d to' be added in 
1977-7p. and actual units added for 1975-76 to the number of units that woUld 
have been added under the new foniiUl a. ' ' , 

Ih addition to soliciting responses to the formula itself, more 
up-to-date library statii^al data was also requested from all the four-year 
institutions and the conmunlty college system. As the data becomes avail- 
able. It will be passed along to the executive and legislative analysts as * 
part of our ongoing responsibnity in working with those individuals concernid 
with 4;h1s issue. • ' 



t EXHIBIT in / 

Ca*lcu1at1on of Annual Resource Entitlement and Total Dpllflrs 
fit 100 Percent of Formula 
1978-79 Fiscal Year 

Four^Year Instltytlon (Example talculation) i 
Collection Sliei . ' = " ' 

Number of Volumes (July 1, 1978): 707,633 (J07633 million) 
Average Unit Cost- , $20.56* 

Four-Year Equation (100 percent of formula): ; ■ . ^ 

Unit Addition Percentage ^ - >,.4^^^n, i i nij \ 

*0969 + (.0312) (Voluinei In millions) 

' " ' ^ 1 

.0960 + (,0312) (M6i^ : 



.0969 + .0221 
1 



^ .1190 ^ 

Unit Addition Percentage = 8,40% / 
Unit Addition % Factor - . 8,4p% ^ ' .0840 

Resource Unit Entitlement ^ (.6840) (707,653) - 59,441 

Budgeted Resource Unit Entitlement^ (59,441) (1.00)^ 59 1441 

Total dollars for Resource Acquisition ^ (59,441) ($20,56) ^ $1,222*107 

ConiTiunitv College System (E^tampl'e Calculation)! 
Collection Size: ' ' 



Averaqe Numbtr of Volumes (July 1, 1978): 1,053,000 ^ 39,000 (39.0) 

f7 



Average'Unit Cost: $21.03* 

^Conmunity College Iquation (100 percent of formula): 

Unit Addition Percentage 10,465 . 9.913 ) 

Volumes in thouiandi 

10.465 +f 9,913 ) 

; \ , : 

^ 10,465 + .2542 ' ^ 

Unit Addition Percentage - 10,721 

Unit Addition % Factor ^ 10.72% ^ .1072 

ToOf 

Resource Unit Entitlemffit ^ ^ (,1072) (1,053^000) ^ 112,882 

Oudgeted Resource U^t Entitlement ^ (112,882) (LOO) * 112,882 

Total dollars for Resource Acquisition ^ (112,882) (21.03) - $2,373,908 

. ' . ' • \ ' * '...>■'• 

* The historical base for these values would be updated based on a current 

dollar methodblogy. The 1978-79 value would include an Inflationary 

adjustment for 1978*79 over tim 1977-78 value. 
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TOBLE 1 

Compairiidn of Budqeted 
Units Added for the 1977^79 Blenni urn and 
New Formula Resource Unit Entitlement 



Ifisti tut Ions 


Budgetea 
ResQurcs 
Units* 


' Projected 
wo iiict lOn 

Size 
July 1, 1978 


New Formula: ^ 

Adds' 
Factor 


Unit 

Ull 1 u 

Entitlemeht:. 
New Formula 


Percentaga 
Relatlftn^hlD* 
Budgettd 
Versus New 


UM 


7a»572 


2,172 „495 


.0607 


, f 
131,870 


59.585^ 


' M5U 




1,384,652 


.0714 ' 


98,864 I 


' . 61 .83% 


CWU 


, 15,726 


311,974 


' . .0938 


29,263 


53,74% • 


liillt 


15„5SO 


329,912, , 


.0M3 " 


30,781 


- SO. 96% 


WMU 


26,342 * 


411,884 


.\ ^ -"v. 0911,,^. ■ 


37,523 


' 76.20% 


TESC 


10,505 


163,060 


.0981 ; 


15,996 


65.67% 


CC's 


113,089** 


1,260,743 


V ,1068*** 


134,647 


' 83>99% J 



* Biennial total divided by 2. ^ . , 

** Based on past ■expendi'ture patterns, 20 percent of the budgeted units were assumed to beicgr 
■ nonformula Audio Visiial/Media purchases. (Total units funded for the blennlum were 282,722;.) .. 



*** Based on a system-wi'de average of: 1.260,743 - 46,694 
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TABLE n 








Comparison of 1975-76 Actual 

Units Added and Unit 
Entitlement with New Formula 

* 




Ihstltutfons 


Units 
Added 
1975-76 . 


Collection 

Size 
July 1, 1976 


Percent 
Adds 
\ Factor 


unit 
Entitlement 1 
New Fonnula 


UW ^ 


,87,306, 


2,046,030 


;0622 


12^263 ' 


WSU 


• 64f623 


1,275,676 


.0732 


93,379 


. cwu 


12,281 


""^-292,198 


,0943 


27,554 


EWU / 


-20,119 


299 i 078 


.0943 


28,173' 


WWU 


2a,379 


381.326 


' ,0919 


35,044 


; TESC 


15,041 


143,928 


i 

..0986 


; 14,191 


- " CC's, 


587562^ 


925,843 


; ,1075* > 


99,528 ' 



Percentage 
Relationship; 

Actual 
Veirsus New 

68.601 ' 
69.21% 
44.57* 
71,41% 

80.98% 
. IDS'; 99% 
■ 58.64% 



Based on a system-wide average of: 9g5|843 = 34,290. 
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Resource " That the par unit cost for resourcas' be unique to each ' , ; 

ynit • four-year institution and the conwunltv college system ' 

Costs and be based on historical multi-year expenditure 

patterns for all resource units purchased, exclusive 
', o f audlb-^tsual /media material s. 

The Council 's September, 1976 recominendatlons Iricluded a "standard dollar" 
concept for "other resource^ units" (books, mi crdform materials, etc.). 
' Since 1t Is necessary/ to know how many units are to be acquired in any . 
given year for staff entitlement determination,' the use of a "standard dollar" 
value when compared to the Institution's historical unit cost pattern made 
It difficult to assess. how many, Units an institution would purchase and at 
What price. This problem coupled with the fact that our original recommenda- 
tions allowed for separate and on-going fund,1p of periodicals and serials 
based on historical patterns led us to a recommendation based on each insti- 
tution's historical resource unit expenditure patterns. , 

Resource Unit Cost Calcu'Utlons , 

The per unit cost values will be based on actual state and general local 
fund expenditures for purchased units added for fiscal years 1973-7,4, 1974-75, 

' 1975-76, and 1976-77. The unit cost values for each Institution will Include 
a current dollar adjustment based on the Higher Education Price Index for / 
Books and Periodicals. Inflationary adjustments based on final legislative 
action for the current biennium will be used to. update the current dollar 
"adjusted" average for 197,7-78 and 1978-79. Exhibit IV. on Page 29-outl1nes 
the step-by-step procedure nlcessary for determining the cost per unit 
values for 1979-80 and l'980.-81. The determination of historical costs for 

' the comtiunlty col lege 'system will include analysis, related to their purchasing 
patterns' in terms of paper materials both in terms of books and monographs. 
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EXHIBIT IV 
Resource Unit Cost Calculations 



Higher Education 
Price Index Values 



1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 



,0 
195V3 
219.5 
251.8 
267.7 



Inflationary, Assumptions 
(Washington; 1977-79 Blenniuni) 



1977.f'78 
1978-79 



5.20% 
5.00% 




Fiscal Year 

1973- 74 

1974- 7,5 

1975- 76 

1976- 77 



y Higher Education .Price Index Peregn tage jncr^ses 

. - 1977 vts-a-vis 1973; : ■51<24« ^ 

1977 vis-a-vis 1974 • 37.07^ ■ 

1977 vis-a-vis 1975 : 21.96% . 

'1977 vis-a-vis 1976 : 6.31% 



Historical per Unit Costs for I nstitution "A" 
with Current Dollar and Inflatibnary Adjustnients 



.Actual 
Unit Cost 

$14.20 
15.96 
17.04 
18.00 



' Current Dollar 
Adjustment 

X 1.5124 
X 1.3707 
X 1.2196 
X 1.0631 
Total 

Average (Adjusted) 



, Adjusted 
Unit Cqst 

$21.48 
21.88 
20.78 , 
19.14 ' 
$83.28 
$20.82 



1977- 78 

1978- 79 



Adjusted Values for the Current Blenniuiii 



$20.82 
21 . 90 



,0520 
,0500 



$21.90 
23.00 



NOTE:' The cost per unit values for 1979-80 and 1980-81 would use the 1978-79 
adjusted figure as the base and would Include the inflationary assumptions as 
prescribed in OFM's Budget Guideltnes. 



Resource Unit Definition; Clarification 

Our analysis over the past -several months indicates that the definition 
Of a "resource 'unit" needs to be clarified In an effort to improvfe the accuracy 
of actual cpllectlon size counts. We are proposing that future collection 
counts should include u nbound perio dicals (to be cal culated at six volunies per 
1 iriejil j-fgot) > as wel 1 as niusic scores which have been ca;taloged,^ (These two 
changes are coni is tent with recent definitional .che^nges in ^he Higher Education 
General Information Survey (HEGIS) for college and university libraries In 
addition, a clarification of the phrase "othiirwise prapared for use" is intended 
to cover thbse^acgui si tlohs which though tHey may not be fully catalo ged and/or 
classified^ are accessible and availab le to patrons through a, printed l ist, card 
catalog, or slmnar means i It d oes not include a seriar recor ding such as the 
governtnerit document classifi cation system applied to doc uments which-have not ' 
been^ataloaed. 'This change has met with the approval of the, two- and four- 
year librarians. 

Collection Size Calculations ' - / 

Since the resource unit entltleffient iijeconiiiendation has as Its basis 
actual library col 1 ect.i dn size ^ an accurate collection count ari'd the' atti tude 
of the two- and four-year institutions regarding deletions from their 
collections are extremely important.. The clarification to the resource 
unit definition discussed in the pfffvCius section was made to recognize , 
, the deslrabnity of a continuing effort ttfSswhera, appropriate, remove,out- 
dated materiaTs. It is therfefore reconmended that the collection size base 
to be used in calculatihg annual resource unit entitlement be exclusi've, of , 
deletions, "^o ensure that appropriate, deletion programs are continued at 
the two- and four-year institutions, Council staff will annually monitor 



these cfata for any deviations from past practices. Table LIL prpvldes an * 
eKample of how collection size Is to be determined .and Includes a "subtotal" 
which would Int^Tude all additions to the^.4o1 lection 1n a particular year and 
would bt the basis for dfetermlnlng annual resoLO^^ 

collection si'ze'S wh1qh Is detemilned by subtracting del eti ons frorn additions. 
Is used as the baie fori c|lculat1ng staff entltlemint for the "maintenance of 
current coll eptlow" category 1n tlie operations portlMvOf thllf^ula. 

In' the example shown In Table III, -4, 110, 000 and 1,200,000 would be. the 

base numbers to be used in deteirmlnfng the annual resource unit entitlements 

* ■ ' ■ ■ . ■ ■ ■, 

The year-end collection size numbers of l.oaoVodO and 1,170,000 would be ^ 
used to determine staff entltlelnent fpr the "Maintenance of Current Conectlon' 
category. The use of this approach will recognize efforts to remain turrent 
and offset any tendency to curtail those effo^s fbr short term gain.' 



TABLE in 
Year-End Conection Size 



Ensuing Biennium 
First Second 
Year • - Vear, 



Description 

collection Size as of July 1 1^000.000 1.080,000 

Units added thyough state fund 110,000 

parchases; luu.wu. 

Units added through research indirect 

cost recouery (dedicated) fund 2^qqq 

■purchases ' 

*..3 o nnn " 8.000 

Units added through gifts and grants — — 

StIBTOTALt Resource Unit rfltitlement i, no. 000 1,200.000 

B3S6 

. 3 m nnn 30,000 

Deletions from the collection m,uw ____ 

Year-Ind collection size Um.mO UmMl 



1 Has to be updated with each percentage of formula change assumption. 

2 Rpsearch overhead funds speeifitflly dedicated to the purchase of library 
Jp^ource uMU are expected to cover the cost of ordering, acquiring, and 
resource ""^"J^^JJfnV:: 5^,0^.1 h be treated as a non-formula Item and the 
P'°K- '.'I?^;^ JurL uJnl invol v^ should bl based on a combination of past 

the values may vary for each of the two years of the biennium. 
biennium. 
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IV, Oetanad Review of Recommendations: Operations 
Library Operations Element 

Amendments That the technical amendmen^^ to the Sfiptemberi 

1976s recoriTTiendations be approved . 

In terms of library operations * the Council adopted comprehensive 
revisions in September, 1976. As has been noted earlier, the main - 
reason for the current review of the fo^^niula was concerns In the re- 
sources portion = not in the operations area. There were, however, a 
few operational areas where technical clarification was needed. The 
following is a list of the September, 1976, recomendations and the 
recommended technical amendments. The staff urges the adoption of the 
technical amendments but recommends no change in the basic approach to 
library operations as approved in 1976. 

Existing Rec ommendations (Information Only) 

(1) That all the library operations element categories be divided by 
300 to determine staff years. 

(2) That there be four '*FTE student" categories (100/200, 300/400, 
' 500 and 600/700) with weights of LOOO, 2,000, 4-000 and 6.000 

as four of the library operations elements. 

(3) That there be a "maintenance of current collection" category 
with a weight of 0.0135 as one of the library operation elements, 

(4) That there be a "new acquisition" category with a weight of 
0.270 as one of the library operations elements. 

(5) That there be a "base staffing" entitlement allowing three (3) 
additional staff years per four-year institution or two (2) per 
branch library and 54 (2 x 27) additional staff years for the 
community college system. 

(6) That the two- and four-year Institutions use common budget 
request forms. 

Amendments (For Counpll Action) 

(7) That there be a--%etat-faeyHy-aRd-s%aff-fflan-yeap" an "institutional 
staff year" category with a weight of 1,000 as one of the library 
operations elements. 
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(8) That binding costs be a major sub-element with the overaT.1 
library operations element. It is further recommended that 
the basis for determining binding costs be the Current total 
subscription units times 1.200 (weighting factor to handle 
rebinding) times a standard dollar value per unit bound. It 
is further recommended that.,the standard dollar amount -ha^^s 
^■t€- ■ba€-&- #v#r€fe- W-n^"-F>t- c©s-t-'|i«-. -744- ^w- ■t+ie 
4^^^^^ 4tts44*#*4««s-#«*^ 4W4-?#- wd- tif#*e^ ^- c«€t 

J 4 «§- 4 fl€r€a€e€- -(ii- -aftd- -5- f)#f^€ftt4- -prev-i 4^- 4 fi- € 
■a-n4- i^^y- be determin ed by the Office of Pinancial Manage- 
ment after cohsultation with the state printer and adjusted 
for inflation for each year of the en suing bienjiium ^ 

(9) That a standard dollar amount per staff year be adopted that 
would include fringe benefits ■(4?--pereefrt-^ and operations costs. 
^4^-pef«efHt4 It 1s further recomTiended that this standard 
dollar amount have as iH base the Higher Education Personnel 
Board classification for a library specialist I (step two) for 

' the four-year Institutions and the community college system. 

With regard to recommendation number seven, the phrlse "faculty and 
staff, man-year" was redundant. Also, additional clarification was requested 
as to which staff should he Included and the base year to be .used, as well 
as an interpretation of how the staff year amount was to be determined. 

It was determined that the staff year value should include aJl insti- 
tutional employees except those 1n Program 10* (Grants and Contracts). The 
value will be a static number and will be the same for both years of the • 
ensuing biennium. The number Lu be used 1s the budgeted staff year count - 
for the second yeat of tf^^cjjrjenL bieriniuni 

The (.hange In , ewuiimenda l l un muimLc. elyhl evulveU aTlm seve^Jj 

indlviduaU sugycbted that ihe l,wulyeme,,l of the state printer's oft ice 
In the dttLlalun prucess wUh i.yaiJs Lu the de Le rmi nd t ) UD uf d Standard 
dollar value tfia-t- wouU ay\j\y tu the bindlny component would be apprOpriaLe. 



*The G-anti and Luntrod Pruyrain bLaff-year amount is not to be 
included since calculations which relate to dedicated revenue from indirect 
cost recovery funds have already taken into account this potential group 
of users. 
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* ■ Appendix f provides an estimate of library reb1nd1ng charges developed 
by the. Department of Printing fn December, 1974. It is suggested that the 
$7,00 rate be used as the base for fiscal year 1974-75.' (This rate compares ■ 
closely with the weighted average for 1974-75 of $6.74.) 

Table IV illustrates the past and forecasted increases in the consumer 
price index. If the index for 1974-75 (155.2) is used as the base for 
percentage adjustments for 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78, the percentage 
values would be 7,1, 5.8, and 6,5 percent. The respective doTlar amounts 
would be: 1974-75 : $7.00 . 

1975-76 ,• ' $7.50 

1976^7 : $7;.94 ' 

1977-78 • $8.46 

The amounts for subsequent years would be estimated based on forecasted 
inflatibn rates. 

TABLE IV • * 



Consumer Price Index 
Fiscal Years 1968 - 1978 



Fiscal Year 


Index 


Percent Change 


, 1968 


101.9 ■ 


T 


1969 


/ 106.8 


4.8 


1970 


113.1 


5.9 


1971 


119.0 


5.2 


1972 


123.2 


3,5 


1973 


i 128.2 


4.1 


1974 


139.7 


9.0 


1975 


155,2 


11,1 


1976 


166.2 


7.1 


1977 


^ 175.8 


5.8 


Estimated 






1978 


187.3 


6.5" 



Sources .v* Actua-l U.S. Department of Labor Estimates: Department 
/of Revenue 



With regards to recommendation number nine, the bas+s for the Initial 
determination of the standard dollar amount per staff year was the 1975-77,; , 
biennial budget. The weighted average salary determined for 1974-75 was 
found to compare favorably to the second step i:^! of the Higher Education 
Personnel ^oard (HEPB) classification of a Library Specialist I. As outlined 
in the September, 1976 report, the addition of fringe benefits (17 percent) 
and operations cost (13 percent) to the 1976-77 salary amount ($10,452) for 
a Library Specialist I (Step "G") would produce a standard dollar value of 
$13,588 for the 1976-77 fiscal year.' Objections were raised, however, conw 
cerning the rigidity caused by the use of actual percentages. 

' In terms of fringe benefits, the Improved health benefit package adopted 
by the' 1977 legislature and increases In social security rates could mean 
as much as a four percent increase in the fringe benefit percentage relation^ 
ship for an average salary of $11,000. Although the 17 percent was appropria 
1n 1974-75, an dnalysis of current fringe benefit relationships for the 
college and university libraries would probably yield an overall percentage 
reUtionship closer to 19 percent. 

In terms ot uperaiionb .Oits, the 1976 approach set the operations 
costs value al 13 percent ut t>,e Standard dollar value for salaries. It ' 
was pointed out duriny the «.e.utlve and leylslature review of the revised 
formula that saU. l« may u, may nut rise at the same rate as other gouds 
,and services, thereto, e. it wd. felt that an operations cost amount based 
on a set percentdqe re1aUu«,shlM reUted to a hypothetical dollar value 
was a less than desirable long-rdnye approach. It is suggested that the 
1974-75 weighted operations .osts per itaff year o*f $1,131 as used In the 
September, 1976 report he u.ed as the ba^e Annual Increases would be based 




on increases In the consumer price index as shown in Table IV* The 
percentage Increases would be the same as those outlined in the discussion 
regarding thejbindlng standard dollar values. The i^espectlve dQllar 
amounts would be: 

1974- 75 I $1,131 

1975- 76 : $1,211 

1976- 77 : $1,281 ^ 
L977-73 ; $1,364 

Overall then, it is suggested that the fringe benefit and dperations. 
cost amounts should be continually updated by^ the Office of Financial Manage 
ment based on known and anticipated federal and state changes In fringe 
benefits and adjusted for inflation in the operations cost area. 

Calculations: Library Resource Element 

._ . . - ^ 

Exhibit II in Section II provides the framework for the Library 
Operations Element. Exhibit V provides the detailed calculations for 
determining total dollars for the Operations Element. . , • 

Community College C oncerns 

The State Board for Community College Education expressed concern 
with the standard dollar concept in 197J. Mr. Mundt*s May 3, 1978, letter 
included in AppendiK A reiterated this concern. 

In the deternjindtiqn of staffing factors as they relate to the 
operations portion of the formula, a staffing mix of 22 percent professional 
librayians and 78 percent other staff was assumed based on our ^nalysis of 
^ftual institutional patterns. (The Association for College and Research 
Librarians suggests a standard of 25 to 35 percent professional librarians.) 
The cormiunity college staff makeup In 1975-76 was approximately 35 percent 
professionaK As we pointed out on Page 30 of the September, 1976 report: 
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EKHIBITV < 

Library Operations Eleunt Calculationi 
1976 -J? 



Staff inj 



and Opefations Costs 

PTE Students: 

100/200 
300/400 
. 500 
600^ 



S 



ars 



fiumbirs 



12,26! 
9,749 
3,751 
1,584 

8,076 



Maintenanci of Current Collection 2,443,659 
New Acquisitions 99456 



1.0000 
2.0000 
4,0000' 
6:0000 

1,0000 

0.0135 

0.2700 



Weigfited 
Values 



12,262 
19,498 
15,004^ 
9,504 

8,076 

32,989 

26,772 



(Divided by) Divisor of 300 . 
(Equals) Staff-Year Subtotal (^) 
(Add) Base Staffing (+) \ 
(Sum) Total Staff iaars (-) 
(Times) Standard Oollar Amount (x) 
(Equali) Total Dollars for Staffing and Operations' 



Weighted Total :JtaffingJisoy5es_____J24,10^ 



34 



4 
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Der of 
Periodicals 



ijelghting 



29,159 ^ 



Weighted 
Value 



34,991 X 



Standard 
liar Valuei 

Total Dollars for 
jjj4 = Binding and Reb 



277,829 



Total Dollars for Operations: iyijM 



53 



i ! 



"C6unci1 staff feels, howiver, that tht 22 percent relationship is mora 
appropriate since the cormunlty colleges already have a high pirce^tage of 
prdfessional librarians and consequently, as additional support stiff are 

adqedp the percentage relationship will more closely equal the relationship 

I ' ' ' ■ 

already experienced 1n the four-year Institutions. Al|Os since the new staff 

that are being hired will be at the support level, th'e proposad standard 

staff year salary should adequately reflect the needs 'of the community 

colleges* " 

In terms of the standard dollar concept, the discussion paper entitled': . 
The Use of Standard Dollar Factors 1n Formulas for Supporting Programs , In- ^ 
eluded 1n Appendix B points out that since historical data would be adjusted 
to reflect the Institutional percentages against the new formulas * there would 
be no necessary disadvantage to an Institution unless the legirVature^bated^™ 
its funding levels on a lower percentage of forniula than had been experienced 
in the past. Since the actual staffing and funding levels are currently well 
below 100 percent of the formula values^ the use of standard dollar factors 
merely serve to adjust the institutional position vis-a-vis 100 percent of 
formula. 
Data Tables 

Since no substantive changes are recommended, the data tables and 
analysis Included in the September * 1976 report have been Included as Appen- 
dix G. As was noted earlleri irore up-to-date library statistical pata was 
also requested from all the four-year institutions and the communi tys^col lege 
system. As data becdmes availablei it will be passed along to the executive 
and legislative analysts as part of ouf ongoing responsibility in working / 
with those individuals concerned with this issue* 



■ APPENDIX A 

Responses to the Council's Library 
Formula Recofmendatleni: 

University of Washington 
Washington State University 
Central Washington University 
Eastern Washington University 
Western Washington University 

Cortmunlty College System 



^0 
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON LIBRARIES 

SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98195 
' * June 5, 1978 



Mr. Norm Flacher 

Senior Analyst ' • 

Council for Postsecondary Education 
908 East 5th Avenue ■ 
Olynqiia, Washington 98504 

Dear Normi 

The proposed ''formula based on collection alza Ig workable and provides 
satisfactory resuits for the University of Washington. We regret aban- 
donine program needs as the basic formula factor and also regret the 
emphasis on counting the collection, an activity which has been regarded 
with suspicion in the past. Nevertheless we support the new fortnula 
appro achv ' . . 

^ he^ternat tye fo rmula, b ased on ACRL standards updated by the 5-year 
currency adjustment £ acto^,^pFoviHis^^eqmiir^attrf 

easier to cofflpute since it omits the collection count, is based on ob- 
ieetive, outside factors, and is preferable in that it reflects the , 
library's program needs. We support this approach as the more attractive 
aicernatlve. While a collection count is required for the operations 
formula, in either case, the resulting entitlement is so small that dif 
ferences in counting methods are relatively unimportant. 

, Both formulas, whether based on collection size or the ACEL formula 
inventory, uclliae a curve calculated on observed acquisit:j.o,n8 rates 
in comparable libraries. The underlying sassumption is that all libraries 
of the same siie have similar needs and should acquire the same number 
of volumes annually. In reality there are many variable factors affect- 
ing the need to purchase materials; location in relation to other libraries, 
depth and breadth of proirams, decentralization. "Aether part of a State 
flvstem responsibility to non-academic clientele, etc. In addition, the 
staStlcf on which \L curves are based are not uniform. HEG IS survey 
data reflect the statiatlcfi librarlaa can most easily and convenient iy 
gather, whether or not they match HEGIS definitions. Nevertheleas, use 
of these observed acqulsltlohB rates is an acceptable formula approach . 
provided we acknowledge these varlatious, and hence the fallabillty of 
the factor. 
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Mr* Norm Fischer 



=2- 



June 5, 1978 



In short, the University of Washington supports the current formula 
proposal to use acquisitions rates in comparable libraries as the method 
of deterndnlng formula entitlement, and finds either actual collection 
Bim ot the adjusted formula Inventory acceptable as the basic fomula 
factor. 



Sincerely yours ^ 




ccp Craig Putkey 
Bob Thompson 

University Budget Cotanittee 



5;: 
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mSHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 

PULmAN, WASHINGTON 99163 



OFFICE OF THE PBEilDBNT 

May 9, 1978 



Mr. Denis Curry 

Deputy Coord I nator for Finance and 

Informat ion Systems 
Council for Postsecondary Education , ^ 
908 F if th Avenue 
Olympia, Washington sBSOk 

Dear Denis: 

This fetter is in reply to the letter of 
April 21, 1978, from the Finance and Informa- 
tion Sysrems of CPE, It is directed only to 
the Library Formula, and you will be receiving 
from Warren Bishop a reply on the Building 
Malntenahce Formula, 

Washington Stat^ University recognizes that 
changes to the'basic Library acquisition formula 
m^ttodolo^y ai^^^srs^nt «s to 

be more responsive to institutional resource ^ ^ 
requirements. The concept of bas i ng the ^acqu i s i - 
tlon level upon units required to maintain a 
"current collection'^ is acceptable In principle. 
However, from the viewpoint of the University, ^ 
such an approach appears i riappropr t ate in practice 
f or "^two important reasons. 

^ First, €pls approach fails to take Into considera- 
tion the^ssential program needs of institutions 
and their dynamic character. Library resource 
requirements obvt0usly change as academic programs 
are added to the curriculum or eliminated from 
It, and as programs grow or contract. 

Second, the- funding level of the Washington State 
University's library resources is much lower than 
that of all of the^other four-year State insti- 
tutions. This condition hBs evolved over several 
biennia. It has resulted prtmarily from the 
fact that the L i br ar y ' s she 1 f and storage space 
was extremely limited un^l 1 late last spring 
when the new Science and Engineering Library was 
opened.^ It does not reflect a low institutional 
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Mr. Denis Curry 
May 9, 1978 
Page Two 



priorrty for the Library as some have suggested j 
the Library has always been regarded as an 
f nd ispensafal e component of the University's 
academic and research programs, 

Tha proposed CPE formula, based on^ current col - 
lection size, would perpetuate the University's 
present intolerably ]ovj library resource levels 
penalizing the institution for following the 
principle that resources acquired before they 
could be made available to users was an Ineffi- 
cient utilization of State resources. Accord-^ 
ing to preliminary CPE staff calculations, the 
difference for WSU between the acquisitions 
generating powar of a current collection approach 
and a national standards model Is 19|259 units/ 
year^^at 100 per cent of formula. Even at a 
reduced formula levels- the rel at f ye Im pact of the 
current collect tons f o^^muTaTip^f oacFTT^u^^ 
significant, espec ial 1 y when compared to Its 
effe;ct on other four-year Institutions which 
would actuall y rece I ve more resources under such 
a formula than bn one constructed on^model col- 
lect ion s ize. 

The University recognizes that equity adjust- 
ments can be requested as a non'^formula item, 
Howaver, w.ithout a recognrzed model standard 
against which a 1 1 ^t ate f ou r- year institutions^ > 
can be compared and institutional equity requests ■ 
cart be Justified, the probab 1 1 1 1 las of recefvlngj - 
equity adjustments must be recognized as less 
than favorable, 

for these reasons, Wash ington State University iirges 
the staff of the Council for Post secondary Edyca- 
tlon to amendMts 1 ibrary f ormul a recOfTfnendat ibn 
by basing the acqu I s 1 t Ion ent I t 1 emeht On a model ^ 
standard rather than on the actual collection Silze, 
This would provide equitable formu 1 a - treatment for 
all institutions, and it would permit future 



Mr. Den Is Curry 
May/g, 1978 \ ■ 

* Page Three 

comparative artalyses of 1 ! brsr/ resources to 
recogr%\ze esserit lal Inst ItiJt lonal progrann 
elemerits. 

S f nc€rel/ yours. 



-Gl enn Terre 11 . 



/ Pres ident 

■,.6Ti jt ^ V 

cc: Bill Chance 
Bob Carr ^ 
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CENTRAL WASHINQTaN UNIVERSITY 

gllnnsbijfg, Wnshington 90926 Affirmfjlivo Action/tqual Erppldyment Opportunity/TitlG IX 



May 6, 1978 



Mr. D 1 g C u J r y ^ / 
1> up lit 5 CoDi'd inatar^/^ 
Flhim^e and In Jor^jnatlon Systems 
Coiiiicil toV Poptseoon clary Education 
DOB E^Bt^ 5 tlj--'Svonue 
plynipia, ^ tC 98504 



in 



We iia^e reviewed the. docunient entttl©dj "Prellrnlnary Recornrneadations : 
-L 4b:^'a*^F -P^ that it represents an 

i mR.^o^eiTiGn t over previous pToposaLs . Specif ically , our Dean/ of ^ 
hih^ii^y Services believes "an entttiement of resources based upon 
colZlec^tion si^a which varies inversely is appropriate, and fair to all 
1 Ib^^a^les. and tbe use of eTcperienced unit costs is tetter, than the 
a tacid^rd cost us^d be fore." . " \ 

Our u&M Library Services also" reGonimendB "support for the 
resources clement arici a bindery element whtch is treated in another 
report." . lie still has ^reservations on the staffing and operations 
a leniefiit 'Which encouragea branch llbrarlas and uses a standard dollar 
aypa^optch t^ 'salaries. " 

D^mn v^aci dl € aiso believes that , in lieu of a standard salary,, we 
^shQuLd tr3^ for a change to eKperienced personnel frosts at each, 
i jife'ti tut lox. ' V ' . ■ \ 

■ . ' . ' ~ '■• ■ . * ■ 

I hQpe^ these comnients will be of use to you. . ' 

; • Sine ere ly , . ^ a 

• . ' , , . 

■ Edward J. .Harrington 
Vice Presiiderit for AGademlc Affairs , 

jni , . ' ' - 

. Dr. '^^Vaddlo 
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, ' Office of the University Librarian 

LSTtRN ^ Choney. Woshlnflicn 90004 
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Mr, Norrrian Fischer . 
Senior Analyst ' ' ' 

■Council for Poat secondary Eduaation ' ' 
go8 , E. .5th Avenue ' ' ^ 

Olyfapla, .Washington 9850H , .. ■ ' ' 

■Dear Morraan il ', .; j- ' 

I have finally taken time to Review yoW^eTWm^ Formula 
revlslonv^and wish to offer the foliowing obBervations i - : _ 

' ' (' .' ■ ■ - ' ■ 

1, It is clear.that /ou'r proposed reviBion is lesa oomplicated then the 

existing formula and, therefore, Is an improveriient . 

2. . Substantial "fae_ia testine" should "be carried out before the phanga , 
to' your proposal la inade, ■ 

3 It ia difficult to know if Eas-eern would- W helped or hurt by your 
formula- Too much depends on the "percentages of model" to be allowed. 
Assuming the same percentages "as wire allowed for 19TT/79 budfiet, thia ■ 
library would definitely benefit in resouroas, but touW suffer m ataffins. 
The overall result, would probably produce -a gmfill gain In dollBrs, especialljr 
if Btandard. dollar vaLues were chosen for resouroes , staffing and bindine. 

.„ ' ■ . _ '■■ ' 

It I wnuld anticiptLte substantial opposition if yotii- proposal results Ih 
mass shifts of dollars, or percentages of the total do liars .tosthe library ^ 
prosfram from one ins titution ,or-Kroup Of indtHu,tioiis,,tOftothers . Only- , . . 
subatantial testinfi will deraonst rate the likelihood of B%.h'. 6 iituation 
arising wrlen the new formula is adopted,. " , • 

5- I note that the. community colleges .are resreserited in the .curvilinear 
express 10 ri by factors which are dravm from bU "paQe^setter" states while 
the four-year institutions rely on the experience of the seven atateB with 
whlrh WaahinKfcon has traditionally compared ^tself. . Only three, of the pace- 
sebtsr states, are represented in the , seven, Btates and, therefore, a disturbing, 
pobentlally non-eo.mparab].e element Is itltrodUQad. - . ^ 
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EattBfn WVafMnsten Unlvifiity It in ^ualeoportunltv, ■ff|fm#1fv«icliQriin»tltutton. 



Mr* NorBiM rischer , 

May 30, 1978 , ' - , . * 

Page 2 ' ^ ; * 

6, The use' of standard dollar amount hinted at In 3 a^ove j would gener&lljr 
^,be favored "by EW* While I muat concede a Gertain selftshnesa 1ft this attHud 
I suL&pect we would'ajl benefit from an enhanced credlfellifcy If .standard aoits 
wii-e ueed. The differences in costs , eapeclally for MtarialSj may be more a 
matter of reporting th.an of yeal dif ferencei , In staffingi once loeked In to 
lo^ cost mix ^ it Is dlfflai4lt to alter the pattern* . 

•f^Q Bvm yj^i ^ime^ Qn very limited b'xperlenc^ with your proposal ^ I have no 
Qbjectionij other than those out Itned, You appear to haYe produced a.worlca^Le 
aoiution and I urge you to proeeed with the teating of it* 

■■ Slacer^ly , 




Cherle s H * . Ba-uinan; 
UnlyerBlty Li^ra^i 



cc 1 . Dr * Marshall 
Dr* Sherman 
Mrs, Tracy 
;;V,Mr* Whiteside 
ICCL Members 
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Denis J. Curry 

Deputy Coordinatpr for Finance 
and Infofmatl on Systems ^ 
Council for PostS€condary Education 
908 Fifth kvenm 
Olympla, Washington 98504 

Dear Denis : ' ^ 
The Library staff have, been working with the proposed 11 brarj^ forniL/Ta 

one. Our response must fall short of endorsement until such time as 
the revisiori has bepn tested, but there are some elements that we 
expect. to be productive of better practices and^better Inforniation 
for all , agencies' invpl ved. > , 

We believe, for instance, that to use collettlon size as a base for 
calculations Is much more realistic for alt' institutions than the 
fdmier stLident/ faculty/program configuratipn ^ library resources are 
not easily equated with programs, nor are numbers of students and 
faculty, truly" indicative of colTet'tion reeds. We like using experi- 
enced costs averaged over four years— the resulting calculations can 
be readily Justified. Finally, it should be noted that the staffing 
formula must be pegged at about 75 percent to produce the sanie number 
of positions that the ol^ fbrmijla produced at 55 to 60 percent. 



We believe the work that has gone intdWhis revision has produced 
positive resultSi and we support the revision subject. to its use 
a biennium. ' ■ 

' ■ ' ' , . It : ^ ■ . . / • 

Sincer:ely, ' ' . 





Vice Presldttnt for Academic 
Affairs and "Provost 



JLT:rh 



STM'E OF 

WASHINGTON 

Dm U"'H'iy ."^ 



STATE BOARD FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE toUCATION 



-Iniin C.. MMiKlt;, Dirrclur 



Ref.: 78-35-47 



May 3, 1978 



Mr. C. G. 'JGail" Norris 
ExeGutive Cooridinator 
Council for. Postseeondary Education 
908 East Fifth - 
Olympia,^ Washington 98504 



Dear ".Mr. Norn's: 



The inequitable' trGatnient of cdim in the application of higher 

education budget formulas has long been one of our greatest concerns. For this 
reason r we' are pleased that the Couiicn staff Is continuing the review df formula, 
procedures and we hope that this will provide a way to remedy some of the current 
disparities* We therefore welcome this opportunity to- comment on proposed 
revisions .' » - 

At the last meeting of the Council for postsecondary^ Educations materials were, 
distr^ibuted contalnjng preliminary recormiendatlons on the higher education library 
and physical plant formulas. Having now reviewed these materials in detail, we 
find a nuniber of difficulties v^lth the reconiTiendatlons that have been proposed, 

Our primary concerns center on the library formula* Through /wtenslve work of 
the Council staff and representatives from the community colleges and four-year 
Institutions, fDrmulas were developed for defining the appropriate size of library 
collections, PrQcedures Included the assumptlpn of a basic collection, and to ^ 
this were added collection increments related to numbers of students , faculty and 
programs offered. The fomat was as follows: ^ : 



Basic or opening day coT lection 

Allowance per PTE student ^ 

A1 lov^ance per FTE faculty 

Allowance per .vocational program field - 

Allowance per Masters .field when no 

Dbctorate is offered in field 
Allowance per Masters field when 

•Doctorate is offered^in f1e1d 
Allowance per Doctoral field 
Allowance per $15 million for organised 
= research 



Community 
Col l eges 

30,500 
' 15 
100 
175 



Four-year 
Colleges and 
Universities 

90,000 
1 5 



6, OOP 

3,000 
25,000 

1,000 
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Using these standards (adjusted for an annual currency factor) , It 1s possible to 
CQWputfe an appropriate library' rMUirement for^each college or university against 
yihHh to measure current collection size. These formulas have been mutuall)^ 
agretd. upon by al 1 of the Instltutlans Involved. 

Tht |>rigl1ni1iiary Hbrary recormnendatlons now propose that these formula proceduires 
b© ellrtilnated from the coniputatlon of resource needs. Instead^ It 1s proposed 
V that an Institution's actual collection units be substituted for the formMla 
XcoileiCtion units. The Impact that this change would have on eommunlty collars ^ 
. b^cmts apparent v^hen the reUt1onsh1p between aj^tual and formula collections Is 
m^^imd. The figures are as followsi 



ig7?"79 ' 


Projected 


Actual 


Formula 


Collection 


as a 


Col lection 


Units 


Percent "of 


Units 


■7/1/78 


Formula 


2,686,763 


2,172,495 


80.9 


1,893,351 


1,384,652 


73.1 


322,350 


311,974 


96.8/-- 


.J64,095 


329^912 




420,396 


411,884 


98.0 _ 


166,268 


163,060 


98.1 


2,928,465 


■ 1 ,260,743 


43'.1 ' 



m 

wsu ' 

TESC 

CoiTiTiur>ity Col leges 

rf^roiin thisi it can be seen that the actual collections at the four-year institutions 
ranp from 73 percent to 98 percent. of the ^col lection .need defined by foriuuU; 
where'as, the commiinity . col leges actual collections are only/ 43 percent of the 
formuin requireme^nt, * 

The recoinmended procedure calls for coll ectlons resources to be based upon 9 
perceinitage of aetual collections. This .percentage Is based upon a study of 
relationships betvieen collection units purchased and total collection size. The 
p^VciSinit^ge factors for new unit entitlement are as follows: 





Percent 


uw 


.0607 


wsu 


.0714 


cwu • 


.0938 


EWU 


.09331 


wwc 


.0911/ 


TESC 


.0981 


Community Golleges 


.1068 



Multiplying these percentages by the actual collection size then produces tha 
formuila' entitlement under the n^wly recommended procedures, fhls -results in the 
corrouinity colleges' factor pf .1068 being applied against an inventory that s^nds 
at 43 percent of formula with the factors for the four-year Institutions beirif/ 
applitd %Q inventories at much higher percentages of formula. 
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This* has the effect of perpetuating the status quo with respect to current 
cql lection size. Those Institutions which have Targe coTlectlons recilve. 
favorable treatiTient and those which are Undersupplfed are penalized. Me are 
concerned that tne formula for deftrm1n1ng eolTectlon size workad out jointly 
by the community colleges aHdf the. four-year Institu Is suddenly being : 
abandoned. 

,Mhen changes to the library formulj|^were discussed with comiunity college 
librarians* the percentage for calculating resource needs was shown applied T 
against the formula collections inventory^ not the actual Inventory, At that 
time, however 5 the currency percentage for the cbmnunlty colleges was baspd Uppn 
the combined collections inventory of our 27 libraries rather than a systemwide 
average. This made the currency factor 5. 3T percent Jnstead of the TO* 68 percent 
now shown In the library recommendations* purv librarians and staff pointed out 
the. impropriety of using the to taT system epTlectlons to establish tHe currency 
percentage, and this has now been remedied.. The concurrent elimination of the 
formula Inventory In favor of actual collections^ however, seems to haye been 
designed simply to reduce the resource entitlement for coinniunlty collages, ; : 

ppnsolidation of community call egfe. library data into systeniwida totals Is a 
convenience In reviewing formula recommendations* o However it tends to obscure 
the fact that our totals are dlstributabTe over 27 libraries. The recommended 
resource entitlement of 134,647 units per year ayer ages only 4|986 units per 
library in contrast with recommerided formula entitleiTients of.15,996 at TESC^ . 
29,263 units at CWU, 30.,78Ttinits at EtiU' and 37,523 units at WMU;, In addition, 
the community colleges which up to now have had collections equal to only 43 per- 
cent of formula collections are shown With current budgeted resource ^unlts equal 
to 83,99 percent of the proposed forrfiula entrtlementj whereas the four-year. ^ ^ 
.institutions averagfe 60 percent for the same comparison; This makes community 
colleges appear to be funded currently at a more favorable rate than four-year 
institutions, when exactly the TB^Bt%B is^ the case,^ ^ 

If 'the formula collections procedure Is retained and the new ^f^^ency percentages 
are uillized, the comparisbn with current budget funding prod^es^a more^ 1^ 
relattonship than the proposal to relate to actual collections as a measure of " 
resource needs. In addition^ such a prqcedure takes into account the deficient 
starting pbsition of the community colleges. The r^esul ts would be as follows: 

^ ^ . ^ Currently ^ . Budgeted 









, Units , 


Budgeted 


Units as a 




Formula 


Currency 


to be 


Resource 


% of Units 


■ . ' , * 


Inventory 


Percentage 


■Added; 


Units 


Added 


J'/. . ■ ■ 


2,686,763 ■ 


.0507 


163,086 


78,572 


48.18 * 


wsu ■ 


1,893,551 


.0714 


135.199 


61,132 


45.22 


cwu 


322,350 


.0938 


30.236 


15,726' 


52.04 


EWU 


364,095 


.09M 


" 33,970 


15,550 


45.78 


wwu ■ 


420,396 


.0911 


38,298 


26,342 


68.78, 


TESC , 


• 166,268 


.0981 


16,310 


10,505 


64.41 


Conm. Coneges 


2,928,465 


.1068 


312,760 


142,361 


45.52 



Mr. C. G. "Gail" Norris 
May 3, 1978 



Pake "4 



If all 'lnstitutlons were funded at a coriiimon percentage of formula untsitJMs 
arrangemerlt. the results would be relatively '^lose^to current budget FO^islons 
We believe that a revision qMW*^ type 1s >^^^ bnng equity to the , resources 
side of the library form," 

Our second tnajor cofttfeVn with the recomfewy formula procedures fa^Js in the 
library staffing area^ This has .to do with the proposed use of standard dollar 
values for pricing library personhel. Because we have 27 small libra rres rather 

i than the one large one at foun-year institutions, the make-up of our start 
consists of a higher pprcent^grof, profisslonals . As a consequence, our average 
library salary Is apprkimatelyi$2,000 higher per staff year than that of the 
four-year institutions. UsiHg^a^ single Tate to price all library |taff results 
in ^rtderfunSlnrof commurtity^^a^^^ We feel this should be corrected 

by a formula that Would translate total library staffing^entitlement| into 

.professional and classified staff components, and that these shouTd^then be 
feted Independently through the use of two standard. dollar values rather than 
one. . . \ ■ , , ■ • ' 

With respect to the proposed plant f of mul a procedures, we feel that the effective- 
nlSs of Solving Ihe disparate ma1nten4we :Tieedi defined by the eonSultant's^s^udy 
though transfer of. madSr roof repair to the capitaT^area wi 11 depend^u^ t e 
recognition of adequatr funding for these needs ir^^^at.ap. _If^this ca^ 
assured, the current differential maintenance needs wiV be adjusted.^ Without 
this, however, we would prefer an ^dju^tment of the maintenance factors such as 
we have suggestid in an earlier corTmunlcation to^^^D^ 

We would strongly urge that our suggestions on " ^^^^ f°^f 
"part of the recommended .procedures that are presentfd for final Council review. 




Di rector 



J CM mill .' ■ ( 

CG.: ComrnunityjCoi lege Presidents if 

■ ' .Business Off icers , , . ■ 

Librarians - ' ' . 

Jim Martin, House Appropriations Committee 
■ Mark McLaugh^1nj3enate Ways and M^ars Committee 

Gary OgdenrOFM - 

Bob Benson, OFM 

Mike Roberts. OFM 
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■APPENDIX B ■ ■ » ' ■ 
The Use of Standard Dollar Factors 
inf Formulas for Supporting ProgKams 
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♦ ■ . , THE USE OF STANDARD DOLLAR . FACTORS / - 

■ IN kRMULAS FOR 'supporting PROGRAMS ^ , , 

Each of the suppdf ting progranis covered ^^^^^^ budget I'oraiulas, Plant : ^ 
i Opfr^^ t1dn and. Mavntenanc Student Services con-tpji several 

rmajor componenir Which are addressed by different budget -formulas . For 
example, in Plant'Operatlon and Maintenance, building maintenance com- 
parl-Jdn^ are based on an amount ca^ulated by a^plylirfg factors to the ; ; 

feplacement cost of facilities as: adjusted by tha typV^^ construction ^ 
whilt Janitorial services are related to squafe feat of space. 
r In cfertain components, such^as bui1d1rir;#«taM&nct»: Ut . 
nance and 'in tfte four-year institution, student services 'formula, the 
prirne comparison Has been 1a' teH^f y^^ I" pther areas, 

such as janitorial services, grounds|maintenance and .llbMfy ;operations, ' 
the primary point of coiiiparlspn' has 'been; the nutnber of person ne} (e,^^ one • 
Janitor per 20,000' square feet) T^ '^sonnel coftiprlaon. hasHhie/i been . ' 

■ converted Into dollar rfiquirements by the applicatton of dollar iamounts 

■ wh^ch.vary among the institutions; based Si their ^art-experience. . In -Q^her ■ 
.ward$, if institution A expended pzMor p^f ''mf^ InstitiJtion B x 
exuended $10. hoo per, "staff year",, mstitution^A fco^d continue, to receive 

a 20 percent higher funding level 'for the same ,amwnt staff,'; The following 
example taken . from the ;staH discussion on [ilanyperation an^ maintenance 
vlluUrates how the variable cost factors V/orkMn |he>Fea of operations 



^ ' JanitoriM operations Cost CalH^ • ' . : 

/ . Usting Variab^le Forniula Fact^ ' 

' Instltutl ah " ' » Institution B ' • ' 

Variable Formula Factor $500 per staff y^ar $650 per staff year \ 
. > Number of Staff ' Years 100 100 

• . Entitlement atvlOO Percent $50,000 \ $65y000 

.\ ■ ; Percent of Fdrrnula Request * 60% ' ; ^ ; 60^ 

- . Budget Request . $30^000 $39; OOP' 

: ' In an audit of the plait formula^ the Legislative Budget Conmittee . 
pointed out that whenUaq|T,1ri$t1tution requests ^ dH^ffr^ent' amount Vpg^ : - 
variable unit, budgetary comparisons are confuslrtg . . TKe above example Is "a 
good-iTlustratlon of tKie^ Up^lear p draj^ by the ^t/rrent practice: the 

total dollar amount requests by each Institution varies considerably, yet 
each request is reflected at the same percentage of Armula. ' * 

The Legislative Budpt Committee report sugg:ests\tfial^stnce fbrniLila^^ " ^ 
-.r perqenfagei^ are u|eti to MfeSure support aiid^ e^pen^litii^^ 

^percent of formula shoul^bs depfehdBn^^upon the ^dQllar^^^SotaT* 0^ ^ 
rather ,thaa.-a, staf f year -Wti tlement of a-^particViUi^^^^^ 
; - ^ ^ Legislative Budget Comnnittt^ iaudit recommended that ,%t^in^ardrCiqst,f^ 
' f ^be used, by al 1 inst^ follbw1n| indicates tte impact of standard 

; ■ cost factors on the above e^^mple/ ; ^ ^ / ' " : ; , : 

/ ' Janitqrli^l Operations Cost Calculatioh^ ^ \- ^ 

: Using Starrdard Cost Factor^' ' i ' ;^ . ■ ^ - ; ^ 

. ' Institution . ^ .Institution B 

Standard Cost Factor ^ $600 per ^taff ye^r< ' |600 per staff year. 

Number of Siaff Years ^ 100 ' • > ' ^^^^ ^ ^ ^ 

. , Entitlement ;at lOO percernt ''JeOjOOO : ' . $60,000 - '^'-^ 

Percent of Formula 50% = 65% 

Budget Request ^ , $3Q7gDQ , '^$3^TO0 ■ 
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:In-prepar1ng its ricomrnenclations for reyislon of . budget forrnul as, thi, 
staff "has beenv guided b^^ t^^^^ «ri<i eriteria reyiewid with the , ' 

Council in Dscember. 1975- ldhe of those objectives has been to Incorporate 
those suggestions inade by the Legislative Buipt Committae in ,tts autiits / 
whereyer feasible. If was our conclusion that Insofar as possible In, tte 
support program arks (as apposed, to InstructlW wHere faculty sallries 
are a majMitem of separate legislative. Int^^^^ values 
should: used forcSll formula components.* Further, 1n^^^^^ support 
' the 'obdectlve 6f Institutlonaf flexibility in the use/oT funds wIthlrTahe 
areas covered; bx the^ formylas, we havff coricluded that .the point of com- ' 
■: parlsorshould be t n- terms of the total /dol^r apig^ts. for ttje programs 
ai opposed to' the^.tfpmppnentVrts. W was th^^ stSf Qplnibi that the use 

■stankrd dollar factors would promote such flexlbility'since tt ls tWen' ; 
p^^slble fSr^i^ 'irttttutlon to decide to Inve^^ in more ^r ,less stafFV , 
eqijipnient and'tnatertilsj or contract for services if ,:th#;chose and still: 
adhere to; the total dollar amounts expr^ssad^^m the formula calculations. 

: ::WMn the, stpff reports were/presented to the advisory steering 
several members t^Qk exeeptlon to th^usa »f standard dollar factors in the 
^Urea.of'sa1ar4ls'^ndVw^^ standard 
' factors _ in^Seratfens 'Vttfl't^^ 

■different ^points of view on'/rtts subaegt^^i\.?yv#r; that a;i#^iin||)^fe^ 
could be, made. '•■ , • / ■ ^ / 'sr^M 

* It was determined a^e^, executive and ^aa^sTatlvejevlew of tlTe_ ^ 
1976 revisions' that the /humber of resources M, be. purchased in the library 
Wea was rSr Item 0/ interest and naeded be highlighted along with 
.actuar yt patterns f 5^ each four-year inst+Wtion and the commufnty 
college system. 



■ . One of the argurnents^'^t^ standard dollar factors, to: convert. . . ^ 

personnel amounts into' ddilar comparisons^ the Instltufelon which " 

paid a higher amount than the standard dollar factor wo m&b\k to 

fund the position^ which were approved. For exampler'i. InstTtutlOiri A and ' • 

■Institutioh B might each receive SO janitorial positions at, 100 percent of 

formiila. The LeglsTature has funded 60 percent pf formula in the pSt ^ ^ 

(30 for each school). Instltutlon'A's average salary Is $12,000 and would • 

require $360,000 (^30 x IZ.ddO) to maintain existing staff. If the. standard ■ 

factor were %lX,im, Institution B'(Whpse average ,1& $10,000) would recelv.f <^^. 

more than it naadad and Institution A would have insuff1c1an# fynds* . ■ 
' ■ ' ^ ■ - ^ < ' , ' . . ■- 

It 1s the staff position that tlie formula cohiponentS; do nflt fepresent 

a-strlct spending plan and dri ^hfe contrary should al low Instituitlonal flex- . 

Ibll ity in" 'the.usa of, resources within programs . Since the actual . staffing , ,, 

a(nd funding 'VevaH are cur reritf^ well Pel os?^ 100 percent of the formula 'values,' 

the use^ standarcl dollar fa^^rs merely serve to adjust, the institutional ; 

position vis-a-vis; lOQ percfent "of fbrtff^. It Is the stafffs opinion tha^ 

since historical data would be adjusted ;JbO reflect th# insti^ per- ,' 

centages against the new formulas, there' would be no disA^yantSig'S to an;!v 

institut1on:unTeS5 ^he Legislature based Its. funding .levels 'on a lower • 

percentage of formula than had been experienced In the" past. ' ■ , , , 

V ' " To •refer to the earlier example. Institution A (with the hlgbdr average ^ 

salary) would exhibit a higher percent of formula than JnstjtbtfortB,, which 

would accLfrateiy reflect differences 1n expenditure levels for the parti cuiar 

formula component. (It' should be noted that in plant operatiorii and malntehance 

that the difference might be offset by several of the other coitiiponents--manyv : 

•Of which are now based on standard dollar factors.) • r' .-., , • 



Another argunient whicli was advanced agaimt the use of standard dollar 
■•"factors in the area of salaries was that the salaries paid on the various 

campuses are often beyond the cantrol of the institutfons since a large 
I" proportion of the personnel are covered by the salary plan adopted b,y the 
Higher Education Personnel Board. Our analysis has Indicated that all insti- 
tutions have the opportunity^ to deterniine the of personnel in varying 
degreies between exempt, classified and student eriipl oyees . ForeKample, 
Central Washington State College has chosen to staff its libraries with 25 
percent professional staff, while at Eastern Washington State College, ^ 
approximately 17 percent of total staff are prof essional librarians. In 
addition, the Higher education Personnel Board does not exercise strict posi-, 
tlon control, but rather determines the appropriateness of position classifica- 
/ tvon on a post=audit basis. This flexibility should be maintained and 

encouraged, but at the same tiine.an Institution which chooses. to hire indi- 
viduals at higher average salaries should not be rewarded in comparison with 
the institution which chooses to hire Individuals atjmer average salaries 
or varies its mix of personnel to result in a lower tha^averarje salary. 

Another argument advanced against the staff proposal was the likelihood 
. that salary and waqe expenditures wuu 1 d be nioniCor*Jd thruugh the state's 
;/ central accounting system and thai it In.tHuliun, spend more or less than the 
.. formula value, an e^^tepiiur. repo.i wu.-id pruduu«d wi,uh would be diffiLui i 

■ ^ -^or -institutions lo explain U shuulu b« noUJ. huv^ever, that m several 

■ , 

■ -4'rfprmula^^#i|ti. such a. i.m I di ng .M,int..flaticfi. 1^ currently 
■^.|^sed^ori:d|llar£,and tl^e ti tu tiirg:|,ff^^t^^^ 

■"^41^ afmanni^which it d«e,n e^^M^et: V^ri^"^ ''^"^ ■ 

■ arW'such as jani to;i%serv1q#:i fW^^o m^m^rn, the in.tiLu.Li.n 
■■' can similarly structur^>^RV.an, tiJ Jv^ of^^^^ch .'situau.,. 
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The formu lis Should piroduce equivalent dollars for equivalent work to 
be per^omied^i taking into account all of the relevant formula factors. It 
Is, therefore, concluded that all of the sub-formulas In the support prograni 
areas ch currently k^y to staffing comparisons should be converted to a. ^ 
dollar caiiipari son through the use of standard dollar values deterfnined from 
1>he Higher Education Personnel Board state plan and adjusted as that plan is 
a^jujst^d. 
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LIBRARY RESOURCES ELEMENT, 

Unit of Library Resourcesi (if'One 'i/cjT'ufne as^efined by and reported to 
the'U S. Office of Education in tfje 'bnual Higher Education General in- 
forriatlon Survey*, or (2) one feel of microfllni or niicro=cards or micro- 
fiche as reported on the same survey. 

- , ' - . > 

reporting purposes, a volunie fs a physical unit of any 
printed* typev/Htten, handwritten, miineographed, or processed 
work contai nei in one binding or portfolio, hardbound or 
■paperbound, iwhich' has been classified, cataloged and/or other- 
wise prepared 'fgr^'4jse. Include bound periodical volumes. 
Include goverT^ment documents- that have been classified and 
cataloged, counting as a volume such material as Is contained 
In one'' binding 'or portfolio, include unbound periodicals (to ' 
be calculat ed at s4x vol um jsj|f3ineal^^ ^^^^ music ■ 

I cores wh ich Jiave beerTcatalo ^^T" ' 

The term "otherwise prepared for use" includes accessions which have not 
yet beeji cataloged but does not include a serial record! n^such as the 
qovernnient document classification system appl ied to dociMnts which have 
not been accessed or catalogued, rthis is intended to cover those acguigl 
tions whi ch though they m a^QoLll^iUD r cataloged and/or- classifiad , 
arrTcrr-nihlf- anj?:ifiggEili^^^^^ ° printed list, card 

Htrioq . or sin iiMar meansJir i^Il^mluAj-Jg^ 
aTTTr gnvrrnmfnt^<^^^l-^fr^^ applied to docujnents_ 

wF^cTgyr m been catalogegl^ 'Him^ti ng of specific inclusions or 
excfusions from the comparable area count is as follows: 

|xc1^de£ . . ■ " 

(1) Government documents vvhich do not meet the definition of L 
a volume as outlined abovi; ^ ''v.J 

(2-) College and university catalogs; 

(3) Fragmentary or loose map collections; ■ X 

(4) Pamphlets, clippings, unbound newspapers, Ipose music scores, 
paintings, prints, phonograph records , and tape recordings;^ 

(5) Educational curricular materials, such as school texts, 
curriculum guides, kits and laboratorial i, fito strips, 
records, units of study, circulating periodical collections 
for student teachers, book jackets, pictures, etc., which_ 
are not cataloged or accessed or otherwide meet the defini- 
tion of a- volume ; 

(5) Telephone books.' trade catalogs and other ephemeral materials. 
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Include: 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 



Prints or plates in portfolio; 

Each copy of theses which are retained; 

Material which meets the definition of a volume whic'h are housed 
in an archives md educational reference material or audio-visual 
referenqe books which meet the definition of a volumi but which 
happen to be housfd in a currlcular lab or an AV' section^ 



(4) Juvenile books if thej/' are cataloged or accessed^ 
"^W-w") Bound volumes of newspapers. 



V 



- 65 ^ 



' ■■? , ^ 



APPENOrX D 
Resource Formula Standards 
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1^ 



COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
RESOURCE FORMULA STANDARDS/ 



Categ qry 

aaslc or Opening Da)' Collect Ion 
C System Total) 

FTE Students:" Academic 
Vocational 

fVoc«tional Program Fields 



1^ 



,;-.,1976 Council'^ ^ 
driginal Pomula Revisions 



20,000 X 27 
. (540,000) 

15 
7.5 

\ 
120 . 



30,500 X 27 
(823,500) 

15 
15 

' 'i 100 ' 
'l75 



FOUR-YEAR C0ULEG& AND UNIVERSITY 
RESODRCE FORMULA STANDARDS 




Category • 

Basic or Opening Day Collection 

Allowailce Per FTE Faculty 

Allowance Per FTE Student 

AUowefice Per Masters Field When 
m Ooctorate is Offered in Field 



Ori gi nal 
Formul a 

85,000** 

100 



Defacto 
Currency 
Adjustments 

103,910** 

122 



ACRL 
BS.OOOf 
100' 



unce Per Masters Field When 

Daciorate is Offered in Field 

MIlQWaf^e Per Doctoral Field 

Allowance Per Baccalaureate Field 

AnOMnce Per. $15 Million for 
Orpin I zed Research 



1976 CQUricil 

90,000**^ 
100 



15 


19 


' 15 


15 


6.1O0 


7,456 


6,000 


6,000 


3.050 


3,729 


3,000 


3", 000 


24,500 


29,950 


25,000 


25,000 




** 


350 


* * 


0 


0 ' 


0, • 


1,000 



*Raf1ects an accumulative currency assumption w excess- of P|^^^^^^^„ 
Thwn are Washington State University's interpretation of the standards 
i™ thw fiscal year 1977-78 budget request, 
-no^id the determination and. subsequent monitoring f ^^["f^'aJS^^' 



The values 
as used 



or 

gr.a;diiate majors. 



68 - 



sic 
the ' 
under- 



• APPENDIX E 
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Comity College Systam 

Cufrertcy, ^aplacinint and Conaction Improvemini 
Entitleniifit Curves 




,Systp-wide Avuragi Contction 
Size in Thousands 



i I i I I I i I i I' I * • ' i * * * 



m m 



er of Volumes 
(In Thousands) 
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fW-W Witltytions, ,; 
Currency, ^gp^lwwnt: anfl'Collictioi|IinpWiiit 
: Entitlpefit Curvis . . 



MM =^ 



■Adjusted Equation (1001)': 
Unit Addition Percintage 
at 100 Percent of Fomiula 





i f i i \ tit 



I V f i i I # # ■ i ( 
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0,10 0.60 / 1.10 



1.60' MO 2.60 




3,l0 Ut 

■ I 



4,10 



r of i/olymiS 
(in Milligni) 



APPENDIX F 
Departmant of Printing 
Library RAindiiflg Estimates 



■ .-IT 



/ f 




UlCPAK;rMI-NT OF PiaNTTNG 
S^lfpiM^RX CHARGES 



J 



Ful lbiridH and perlodicnJ^ 
lift to niui Irt eluding 10" 
Ufi utui tncLuiWtu* i 
Up turand Including lA" 
Op to and^ ihcludlng 10" , 
16'* and over ■ * 
Over i!-l/2"^ thick ■ • 

SPt^ClAi; OPERATIONS ' \ . , 

RiusU Survice, per item 

E^tra Lines ov^r 7, per Un8,,(Tl^le h Shulf) 
lettering to ma&ch sample at irub 

Hii:^d Sew, .per volume up to 9" and not over l-^l/^" 

H^EUd Sew^, over 9" or. 1-1/^^'' thick 

Hip Pockets (IncludJLng sLulibing) , ^ 

^''^ - 

S»tijbb Ing- '' Including p^aramont sewing 

H^wspaperH - up to i-i/V' chick (tull Blze daily) 

N^W^papcrs - ea. addiLion^A inch . 

TNsis or dissertation - X or 2 o£ game title 

T|i©»ls or dissertation - i ut more of aame tltlfe 

Hi?CftiHes, less per vuiumk: {v\t tuH bind i)rice) 

Spifelal Hondllng 

KMp^ttlr Mbrary errors 

IU*p/Mi Print I n|' Depnrtmt'nk hn urn 

Ht*rici bands ' 



(not to exceed)^ ' 

7.30 
8.60 
10,20 * 

2,00/in,; or fraction thereof 
'1.20/in. or fraction cliereof 

2,50 ' . . ' 

. 30 

.>%00 , — ' o 

4.9/ 

1.20/add*l, inch ■ 
0 

4,10 

22,20 
2,40 

5,50 per copy 
4,90 per copy 
1.70 

Time and material 
l.BOmlnlmum 
No charge 

Time and materials 




,01'. 



■i 
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AVERAGE STAPF YEAR COSTS 
1974=^75 



^uffiversity' of Washlpgton . 
' Washington- State University^ 
Central WA State Co]]^q$^^^:: 
\ Eastern WA Statp CoT .^ye JT 
Western WA State Do liege 
Ihe Evergreen :$tate ^1 lege 
Community Colleges* ' s 
Totals 

Weighted, Average 



r' Dbl l aVs 

1,300,333 

'A77J07. 
, 366#S9 
540.*486 
215,001 
2,982,537 



a Total 
ftaff Year s 

372.05' 

157.75 

48.19 

46.57 

63.20'' 

) 23.50 ■ 

300.10 



$9,065,551 1,011.36 



mi 



Average Staff 
YeaK Costs 

,555 . 

8,243 

9,913 ■ 

7,072 

0,552 

9,149 

9,939 ■ 



$0,964 



Source: 1975-77 Governor's budget. ;/. ^ ' , - 

* fotal staff years including audio-visual except that portion, attri,buted v. ^ 
to grants and contract funding (6.26 percent). . .■',„■ ^ 

NOTE: Page 34, Table XM" September, 1976 Report: m . 



CPE;' .6/8/76 



-76 



0 



if 

3 * > : 



COflP/iRiiBI Mm FOiiyili lO kECOfflClED FOMJLA . 
FOP mUR'nW COLLEGES « OfilVEIlSlIlES 

IliE.OTUfilTUOLLECE SmEH ' ■? 



yaslflngtan SUte ii|iyers'ltf^' 



Ciptral UA State 
^/ Ipim H§ State 



Tfii bk^m State toliege 



, 111.008 ' 
$10,933, 



EntltlG!ii(!nt ■ ^ Percfnt , ' ' Nfcfnf ' ■ 
SUff yuiirs**' i Of Forwia ■ . Of Fonila* **^ 



m f ;jl3,05 

23,50 ^ 
300,10 ^ 




64,59 
81,94 

mi 

90,o|' 



•Sourer. ISJE-n Budget ilequist Ooc^^^^^^ j-., ■ / 

• "Divisor oflBd^Ussd and includes; '36 flO il] BasUaffing for th? yhiversicjfi^la^liiiigt^^^^^^ 
' ' s 6 ( 3 U) Ba5e>staffin9nfpr)lashlngtDn Slatp^ 

iOiii staff ing fksicii of ItigjtitH^^ :t> 
' ^ ' ■ ■ . ■ jM^? «'^) B«E liffing forifii cQpff^^ 

»**SUndird,sia^^f^dolldr.valuo; S9,03i +Ji,l?5 ' UOini ^/^ ^ ' ■ | 

•**»Avififle stafft cost liiJS' ope"tio#'coit ikan estiM|i basid on an aperationi , 



NOT!: Page IrmJIII^^ l^^i ^ep^Cl* 



r 
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OPERATIONS'^STS ^^l' STAFF YEAR 

.•^■^ ■ Totalis Total 
, ' D|1>Urf:' Staff Years 



4. 



University of Wash,tngton 
. Washington state University 

i^.^i-^ntral 'WA State College 
■, Eastern WA, State Cpllege 
. Western WA Stat^ Coriege ' , 
The Evergreeli State Cql lege 
Totals ' , 



lyhtad Averaga 




Operations Cbst 
Per- Staff Year 

$1,123 , . 

1,116 ■ 

, ■ ft 

.1,404 ' 

' . . .> 

, 767 ■■' ■ 

, 968 

\^ ■ , • » . . . 

$1,131 

. — ■ — 



Source :'/l975-7| iMtltutional budget refluest-s. (Comparable detail not 
avaflableWr thf Gommunity. cpllBge 

NOTE^. Page 49, App^dix's, Taljle 1 1 1-B: September, J976^R^^^ .w;, 
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